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Chapter 1 
 
PUCM1 Research Project on  
Planning and Governance under the LGA 2002 
 
 
 
1.1   Introduction 
 
This report presents the findings of a scoping survey of all New Zealand local 
authorities to gain a preliminary overview of how the process of preparing Long-term 
Council Community Plans (LTCCPs) was unfolding in regions and districts, and to 
identify issues and concerns related to this task.  This survey was undertaken as part 
of the ongoing Planning Under Co-operative Mandates (PUCM) research 
programme, led by Prof. Neil Ericksen, International Global Change Institute (IGCI), 
University of Waikato.  PUCM is funded by the Public Good Science Fund (PGSF) of 
the Foundation of Research, Science and Technology (FRST). This chapter situates 
the scoping survey in the context of Phase 4 of the PUCM research programme.  
 
Phases 1 to 3 of the PUCM research programme focussed on planning and 
governance under the Resource Management Act (1991) (RMA).  
 
• Phase 1 (1995-1998) developed and applied methods for evaluating RMA plan 
quality and the factors that influence it (Ericksen, et al., 2001; Ericksen, et al., 
2003).   
• Phase 2 (1998-2002) developed and applied methods for evaluating the 
implementation quality of RMA plans (Day, et al., 2002; Laurian, et al., 
2003).  
• Phase 3 (2003-2006) is currently developing and applying methods for 
evaluating RMA implementation outcomes with respect to environmental 
quality, including Māori interests.  This Phase also includes a Practice 
Development Programme designed to help build capacity through training, 
especially within tertiary institutions and local authorities.  
 
Relating the results from each Phase will enable an assessment to be made of whether 
or not plans developed under the devolved and co-operative mandate of the RMA 
make a difference in achieving the nation's environmental goals.   
 
Phase 4 (2003-2009) shifts the focus of research from the RMA to the Local 
Government Act 2002 (henceforth the LGA or the Act).  It capitalises on the lessons 
learnt from Phases 1 to 3 and the RMA to the preparation and implementation of the 
new LTCCPs required by the LGA (Borrie, et al., 2004).  Phase 4 is led by Professor 
Ali Memon, Environment, Society and Design Division, Lincoln University.  It has 
five research objectives. This chapter focuses on the first objective and the LTCCP 
scoping survey. Before dealing with this objective and the LTCCP survey in more 
detail, a short commentary on planning and governance under the devolved and co-
                                                 
1  PUCM stands for Planning Under Co-operative Mandates. www.waikato.ac.nz/igci/pucm. 
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operative LGA and the FRST-funded Planning and Governance under the LGA 
research project is provided. 
 
1.2   Planning and Governance under the LGA   
 
It could be argued that the LGA signifies a turn from ‘government’ to ‘governance’. 
Governance is how people come together to address common problems, whereas 
government is control by state agencies.  There has been an intense academic debate 
in recent years about the restructuring of the role of the state in western democracies, 
whether it is in retreat, being “hollowed out”, or merely reshaping so as to better 
maintain its power and authority (Keating, 2002). The concept of ‘governance’ has 
gained increased currency compared to ‘government’. Governance has multiple 
meanings in the literature, but in general they cluster around a search for effective 
regulation and accountability (Hirst, 2000)2. Governance may be defined as the 
formal and informal ways in which individual citizens and institutions, in both public 
and private sectors, collectively manage their common affairs (Hambleton, 1993). 
Governance is a relational concept emphasising the nature of interactions between the 
state and social actors, and among the social actors themselves. At a local or regional 
level, governance involves citizens, businesses, non-governmental organisations and 
other civil sector stakeholders as well as central and local government working in 
various ways to set directions, resolve competing priorities, determine public interest 
beyond the capacity of private action, solve problems and take action within a district 
or a region (Henton, 2002). Jessop (1997) stresses the inter-organisational dimension 
of governance where governance is the complex art of coordinating action to achieve 
particular goals in a turbulent economic and social context where competing interests 
are at work.   
 
The LGA can be conceptualised as a template for governance to enable a Third Way-
style of engagement and partnership between the civil sector3 and central and local 
government sectors (Thomas and Memon, forthcoming)4. Thus, the LGA contains 
innovative provisions for long-term council community planning that significantly 
extend and formalise strategic planning practices undertaken to a limited extent by 
local authorities under the former Local Government Act (1974). The rationale for 
strategic planning provisions in the LGA is to: 1) promote greater engagement 
between the civil sector and the local and central government sectors (the 
participatory democracy objective); 2) improve co-ordination and encourage 
partnerships between central and local government agencies, the voluntary sector and 
other service providers in responding to community needs (the ‘whole of government’ 
objective); and 3) promote greater corporate discipline in allocating financial 
resources within the local government sector (the fiscal objective).   
 
                                                 
2  Internationally, the prominence of the question of governance recently is the result of multitude of 
reasons including economic malaise, political repression, corruption, fiscal austerity, state’s 
unresponsiveness to popular demands, the collapse of the communist regime in Europe and New 
Right inspired donor pressures for political reform.  
3  We are using the term civil sector broadly, including the private business sector, non-governmental 
organisations, community based organisations and Māori organisations. 
4  The term Third Way is used to describe the policy agenda of centre-left governments in the West in 
the late 1990s to create a balance between market economics and greater social cohesion by 
extending the democratic process and fostering social inclusiveness. The current Labour-Alliance 
government in New Zealand may be considered a Third Way administration.  
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Manifestly, the procedural framework for long-term council community planning in 
the LGA is based on an informed understanding of strategic planning as a vehicle for 
good governance in a plural society. Elements of rational and deliberative/ 
communicative planning paradigms are embedded in the LGA. It contains a new 
purpose that requires local authorities to promote the social, economic, 
environmental, and cultural well-being of communities. It places an emphasis on 
taking a sustainable development approach. Local authorities have been given a 
power of general competence in responding to community needs.  Territorial (city, 
district and unitary) authorities and regional councils now have similar 
responsibilities. As a planning instrument, Long-term Council Community Plans 
(LTCCPs) provide a medium-term policy framework for selection of local authority 
priorities and allocation of local authority resources in a participatory and financially 
rational manner. The LGA expects greater collaboration between central and local 
government and other service providers. Local authorities are expected to provide 
opportunities for Māori to contribute to their decision-making processes. The 
LTCCPs will be subject to an independent audit by the Office of the Auditor-General. 
 
Community well-being outcomes are accorded a pivotal role in the LTCCP plan-
making and implementation cycle. Thus, there is a requirement for each local 
authority to facilitate the identification of desired social, economic, environmental and 
cultural community well-being outcomes for the intermediate or long-term future of 
its district or region.  One of the purposes for doing this is to guide the preparation 
and implementation of LTCCPs (see Figures 1.1 and 1.2, on pages 5 and 6).5  The 
community well-being outcomes within each district or region are expected to inform 
and guide the selection of priorities of local authorities, central government agencies 
and other service providers. Councils of neighbouring local authorities are expected to 
work in co-operation with each other, with central government departments and other 
service providers to respond to community well-being outcomes. There is a 
requirement for local authorities to report every three years on the progress made by 
their communities in achieving the community well-being outcomes for the district or 
region.  While it is clear that the purpose of the LGA does not go as far as wanting to 
replace electoral democracy with participatory democracy, there are demanding 
provisions in the LGA requiring local authorities to consult prior to decision-making 
on significant issues, including changes to LTCCPs.  These consultative provisions 
are designed to significantly moderate the power of general competence given under 
the LGA to local authorities.  
 
1.3   The PUCM LGA Planning and Governance Research Project 
 
The LGA has the necessary ingredients for promoting good governance. The LTCCP 
provisions are a key aspect of the LGA in this respect. One may legitimately 
anticipate that the LGA will lead to far-reaching progressive changes in modernising 
local government in New Zealand and in its relationship with the civil society and 
central government. However, a critical research question relates to the effectiveness 
of the LGA as an empowering, devolved, co-operative planning mandate focused on 
promoting community well-being. How clearly will local authorities, central 
government and the civil sector perceive and exercise their respective roles and 
                                                 
5 Information relating to the preparation, form and content of an LTCCP contained in the LGA is 
summarised in Figures 1and 2.  
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responsibilities in the context of the LTCCP plan-making and implementation 
process? 
 
FRST has funded PUCM Phase 4 for six years to develop and test within selected 
district councils methods for evaluating the effectiveness of planning and governance 
under the LGA. The team that Professor Ali Memon leads includes: Nancy Borrie 
(University of Waikato), Professor Neil Ericksen (University of Waikato), Associate 
Professor Tom Fookes (University of Auckland), Jan Crawford (Planning Consultants 
Ltd), and Richard Jefferies (KCSM Solutions Ltd).  
 
The LGA Planning and Governance research project will focus on key phases in the 
2006 long-term council community plan (LTCCP) development and implementation 
cycle, as follows:  
 
Research objective 1: develop a methodology to evaluate interaction between the civil 
sector and the local and central government sectors in the development of community 
well-being outcomes and formulation of LTCCP monitoring and reporting 
frameworks and apply to selected councils (2005-2007); 
 
Research objective 2:  develop a methodology to evaluate the quality of  2006 
LTCCPs in terms of the extent to which community well-being outcomes shape local 
authority long-term priorities and apply to selected 2006 LTCCPs (2006-2008);   
 
Research objective 3: develop a methodology to evaluate the extent to which 
community well-being outcomes shape long-term priorities of central government 
departments and agencies and other service providers and apply to selected central 
government departments and other service providers (2006-2008); 
 
Research objective 4: develop a methodology to evaluate the uptake of community 
well-being outcomes (e.g., through strategic partnerships between local and central 
government and other service providers) and apply to selected case studies (2006-
2009); 
 
Research objective 5: develop a methodology to evaluate progress towards 
achievement of community well-being outcomes and good governance from long-
term council community planning and apply to selected case studies (2009-2012). 
 
The overall goal of the PUCM research programme is to help enhance strategic 
policy, planning and decision-making capability and performance of territorial and 
regional authorities in New Zealand. Thus, study findings and ‘good practice’ 
recommendations from the LGA Planning and Governance research will be regularly 
reported to all local authorities and relevant government departments and agencies 
and other interest groups with the support of the Department of Internal Affairs, 
which has overall responsibility for implementation of the LGA. Additional funding 
will be sought for a Practice Development Programme to build capacity through 
training.  
 
The rest of this chapter focuses on Phase 4 research objective 1 and, more 
particularly, the procedures for undertaking the LTCCP scoping survey, the subject of 
this report. 
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Provisions relating to the content of LTCCPs in the Act are as follows: 
 
Section 93(6) in Part 6 — Planning, decision-making and accountability — sets out the purposes of the LTCCP, 
namely to: 
 
(a)  describe the activities of the local authority; 
(b)  describe the community outcomes of the local authority’s district or region  
(c) provide integrated decision making and co-ordination of local authority resources; 
(d)  provide a long-term focus for the decisions and activities of the local authority; 
(e)  provide a basis for accountability of the local authority to the community; and 
(f)  provide an opportunity for public participation in decision-making processes on activities 
undertaken by the local authority. 
 
Schedule 10 Part 1 — Information to be included in long-term council community plans — defines the scope and 
contents of a LTCCP as follows: 
 
1(a-d)  Describe the community outcomes for the local authority’s district or region, how these have been 
identified, how the local authority will contribute to furthering these outcomes and describe how the 
community outcomes relate to other key strategic planning documents or processes. 
1(e)  Outline how the local authority will work with other local or regional organisations, Māori, central 
government, non-government organisations and the private sector. 
1(f-g)  State what measures will be used to assess progress towards the achievement of community 
outcomes and how the local authority will monitor, and once every 3 years report on, the 
community’s progress towards achieving community outcomes (Schedule 10, Part 1). 
 
Schedule 10, Part 1 requires that for each group of council activities, a LTCCP must:  
 
2(1)(a-b) Identify the activities within the group of activities and the rationale for their delivery, including the 
community outcomes to which the group of activities primarily contributes. 
2(1)(c)  Outline any significant negative effects that any activity within the group of activities may have on 
the social, economic, environmental, or cultural well-being of the local community. 
2(1)(d)  Identify the assets or groups of assets required by the group of activities and identify how the local 
authority will assess and manage the asset management implications of changes to: (a) demand for, 
or consumption of, relevant services; and (b) service provision levels and standards, what additional 
asset capacity is estimated to be required in respect of changes to these matters, how additional 
asset capacity is to be undertaken, the costs and the division of costs, how they will be met, how 
maintenance, renewal and replacement of assets will be undertaken, and how those costs will be 
met. Council is required to supply this information in detail for the first 3 financial years covered by 
the plan, and in outline for each of the subsequent financial years covered by the plan. 
  
Schedule 10, Part 1(2)(2) requires that the LTCCP information include: 
  
(a) A statement of the intended levels of service provision for the group of activities, including 
performance targets and other measures by which the levels of service provision can be 
meaningfully assessed;  
(b) The estimated expenses of achieving and maintaining the identified levels of service capacity and 
integrity of assets;  
(c) A statement of how the expenses are to be met; and   
(d) A statement of the estimated revenue levels, the other sources of funds and the rationale for their 
selection in terms of s101(3).   
 
Figure 1.1:  LTCCP provisions in the LGA 2002 
 
 
1.4   Phase 4, Research Objective 1  
 
The first research objective in the FRST-funded LTCCP study is to map and evaluate 
interaction between the civil sector and the local and central government sectors in the 
formulation of community well-being outcomes (CWOs) and reporting frameworks. 
Before embarking on this work, the PUCM research on planning and governance 
under the RMA (1991) was reviewed in order to uncover lessons that might well 
apply to planning and governance under the LGA. The outcomes, which are quite 
salutary, are provided in Borrie, Memon, Ericksen and Crawford (2004). 
 6
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.2: Process for preparing LTCCP (based on the LGA 2002 provisions) 
 
 
Determine community outcomes (every 6 years) [s.91] 
 
Seek agreement on outcomes process, if practicable [s.91(3)(ii)] 
Determine Outcomes Process 
 
Councils decide on process for identifying community outcomes [s.91(3)] that: 
• Identifies organisations & groups that can assist identify or promote community outcomes 
• Seeks agreement with organisations & groups to the process  
• Ensures the process encourages public to contribute to identification of community outcomes 
 
Conduct outcomes identification process [s.91(1)] 
Council Adopts Draft LTCCP 
[s.93(3)] 
LTCCP [s.93]
• Make available to public 
• Monitor & report to community on progress made to achieve 
outcomes – 3 yearly (s.92 , 98) 
• Review  
• To change LTCCP – use SPC – special consultative 
procedure [s.93(5), s. 83]. Change to be done in conjunction 
with Annual Plan. 
Copy Sent to:  [s.93.(10)(b)] 
• Secretary of LG 
• Auditor-General 
• Parliamentary library
Use Special Consultative Procedure 
[s.93(2), s.84(1)] 
Effect of Adoption (s.96) 
• Not a decision to act on any specific matter in 
LTCCP 
• May make decisions inconsistent with LTCCP 
• No person can require council to implement 
Special Consultative Procedure (s.83) 
 
1. Statement of proposal 
2. Summary of statement of proposal 
3. Put on council agenda 
4. Open to public inspection 
5. Give public notice 
6. Submission period 
7. Submitters – acknowledge & hear in public 
8. Submissions made public 
 
LTCCP Preparation 
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Research for objective 1 focuses on the 2006 LTCCPs. All local authorities are 
required to adopt a fully-fledged LTCCP by July 2006. These plans are expected to be 
prepared through community and inter-governmental consultative processes in order 
to define outcomes that contribute to the social, economic, environmental and cultural 
well-being of communities. Local authorities are expected to play a pivotal role in 
facilitating this process. They are also required to seek the agreement of relevant 
organisations and groups to the monitoring and reporting procedures to be used to 
track progress made by the community in achieving the community well-being 
outcomes for the district or region. 
 
The mapping and evaluation of CWO (community well-being outcomes) formulation 
will focus on examining different attributes of engagement processes between the 
civil sector and the government sector in the course of formulating CWOs. This 
analysis will be guided by specified criteria derived from a literature review on 
community consultation, an analysis of the relevant provisions of the LGA (2002), 
relevant case law, PUCM research findings on the RMA, central government 
guidance on the LGA, and the recently completed PUCM LTCCP baseline scoping 
survey of local authorities.  It is the latter that forms the basis of this report. 
 
1.5 LTCCP Scoping Survey 
 
A LTCCP base-line scoping survey (the survey) was conducted of all local authorities 
in New Zealand from early October to early November 2004, in order to assist in 
developing a research design for research objective 1.  The survey was designed to 
gain an overview of how the process of preparing LTCCPs was beginning to unfold in 
regions and districts from the perspective of local authorities and to identify any 
issues and concerns they had relating to this task.  The survey findings have been 
collated in this report to share with local authorities, central government agencies and 
other interested parties. 
 
The survey used a structured questionnaire that was developed in collaboration with 
the Department of Internal Affairs (DIA), Local Government New Zealand (LGNZ), 
the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet (DPMC), the Office of the Auditor 
General (OAG) and selected Canterbury local authorities.  It was pre-tested with four 
local authorities in Canterbury.  
 
The survey questions focused on the following key themes in the LTCCP process: 
 
• central government policy guidance on LTCCP preparation; 
• local authority capability for preparing the 2006 LTCCP;  
• local authority strategy for developing a process to identify community 
outcomes;  
• the role of central government departments and agencies in the community 
outcomes process;  
• the role of non-Māori organisations and groups in the identification of 
community outcomes;  
• the role of Māori in governance and identifying community outcomes. 
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It was decided to survey all 86 local authorities in New Zealand: 74 territorial 
authorities6 (including four unitary authorities) and 12 regional councils.  Twenty of 
these local authorities were interviewed face-to-face by the authors using the survey 
while the remainder were sent the survey by post. 
 
Selection of survey respondents was determined, as far as practicable, prior to the 
survey being distributed.  Wherever possible, a senior local authority staff member 
was contacted personally and asked for the name of the person responsible for the 
preparation of the LTCCP.  In some instances, it was not possible to ascertain this 
information, e.g., initial contact staff did not know who the appropriate person was. 
Where it was unclear as to whom the appropriate recipient should be, the survey was 
sent to the Chief Executive (CE) to be forwarded to the most appropriate person.  In 
some instances, the CE chose to complete the survey.  In a few instances, a number of 
local authority officers completed various sections of the questionnaire. 
 
The distribution of the survey was timed for the period prior to the inauguration of the 
newly elected council, i.e., early October to early November 2004. It had been 
suggested in informal discussions with some local authority staff that a potential 
‘window of opportunity’ might exist between the final meeting of the ‘old’ council 
and the first meeting of the ‘new’ council7.  It was anticipated that staff would not be 
as heavily committed work-wise during that time period on account of not having to 
respond to requests from the mayor and councillors or prepare reports for council 
meetings. 
 
Seventy three (84.9%) of the 86 local authorities completed the survey. Four advised 
that they would not be completing it. Reasons given for not participating included: 
office relocation, ill health and work commitments. One response was completed and 
posted, but lost in the post. A further three advised that they would complete and 
return the survey, but presumably other commitments precluded this happening, as 
they were not received. Five did not respond to any of the communications, i.e., the 
original survey letter, emails and/or phone calls. Given the potential work pressures 
that some local authority staff were understood to be under8 and the timing of the 
inauguration of elected council representatives, the staff in those five local authorities 
were not pursued further for their responses.  
 
Limitations of this survey should be borne in mind by readers. Designed as a baseline 
scoping survey, it provides a ‘snapshot’ of local authorities at a particular point of 
time (early October to early November 2004). Many local authorities were in the very 
early stages of plan preparation. Consequently, the survey was not designed as an 
evaluation exercise as it would be manifestly premature.  It is recognized, and indeed 
some respondents commented on this fact, that local authorities are continually 
learning and making progress, in an adaptive manner, in a number of aspects of 
                                                 
6 The TLAs are categorised as follows in terms of population size. <10,000 (TLAs); 10-19,000 (TLAs); 
20-49,000 (TLAs); 50-100,000 (TLAs); 100-199,000 (TLAs); 200,000+ (TLAs). 
7 Triennial Local Body elections were held by regional and city/district councils throughout New 
Zealand on 9 October 2004. Eligible ratepayers voted to elect a mayor and councillors to serve a 
three year term of office. 
8  Flood events led to Civil Defence declarations in the Manawatu-Wanganui and Bay of Plenty regions 
in February and July 2004 respectively. These flood events caused significant damage to 
infrastructure and property in those regions. Some councils located within those regions did not 
complete the questionnaire survey. 
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LTCCP preparation.  Furthermore, the survey was comparatively long (58 questions), 
which may have acted as a deterrent for some respondents, and the person best placed 
to answer all the questions may not have completed the survey. At the time the survey 
was administered, Parliament had enacted a number of statutes that had devolved 
additional responsibilities to local government without necessarily providing 
additional resources.  Many local authorities were wary of this and it may have 
influenced the views of some survey respondents.  Notwithstanding these limitations, 
the findings are considered useful in providing a base-line overview of how key 
stakeholders are responding to the LTCCP process from the perspectives of those who 
participated in this survey. 
 
The key tables are included within chapters. Other tables, with the prefix A, are 
included in the appendix to the report.  Readers should note that, as a scoping 
exercise, the purpose of this report is to present the findings of the survey 
questionnaire, rather than seek to interpret them.  
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Chapter 2 
 
Policy Guidance and Information Provision for 
the Preparation of LTCCPs 
 
 
The LTCCP provisions of the LGA are new and councils have been provided with 
guidance and information on the preparation and implementation of LTCCPs in 
different forms. The survey sought to determine perceived adequacy of the two main 
forms of guidance that have been provided to local authorities (the Knowhow Guides 
and the Society of Local Government Managers (SOLGM)/LGNZ seminar series) and 
need for additional guidance from an end-user’s perspective.  
 
In addition to the above questions on policy guidance, respondents were also asked if 
local authorities needed specific policy direction from central government on what 
‘taking a sustainable development approach’ (as required in section 14(1)(h) of the 
Act) should entail. 
 
One of the first steps in the LTCCP process is formulation of community well-being 
outcomes. Awareness and understanding of the significance of the community 
outcomes formulation process by all sectors of the community is critical to the 
success of this exercise.  The survey sought to gauge from the perspective of survey 
respondents adequacy of information that has been provided by central and local 
government to raise public awareness about community outcomes formulation. 
 
2.1   The Knowhow Guides 
 
The Knowhow Guides (the Guides), collaboratively produced by Department of 
Internal Affairs (DIA), Local Government New Zealand (LGNZ) and Society of 
Local Government Managers (SOLGM), were seen by respondents as a useful starting 
point providing a general guide. Their format was viewed favourably. A majority of 
respondents (75.5%) considered the information was adequate or more than adequate 
as an introduction to the LGA.  However, this level of satisfaction dropped to half 
(50%) with respect to the usefulness of the Guides for preparing LTCCPs (Table A1.1 
and Table A1.2). 
 
At least one respondent commented that it depended on which Guides were being 
considered, as some were easier to follow than others. For example, one respondent 
considered the Rating Guide was easier to follow compared to the Decision-Making 
Guide.  Some respondents commented that the Guides did not take into account the 
range of requirements for different local authorities.  Also, they did not distinguish 
between the capacity and needs of small local authorities and the larger, better 
resourced local authorities in terms of both staff and funds that were able to be 
allocated to the task of preparing an LTCCP. 
 
Respondents considering the Guides inadequate came from all council types (i.e., 
regional and district councils and unitary authorities) and from all size categories 
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except the largest (i.e., 200k+ population).  The primary reason for the Guides being 
considered inadequate or very inadequate was lack of detail, in particular lack of 
sufficient and practical guidance on how to undertake various requirements of the 
Act. Even where respondents thought the Guides were adequate, some chose to 
identify areas where further information would have been useful. 
 
The most frequently cited reasons for inadequacy were: lack of details on how to 
prepare an LTCCP (form and process); lack of direction on how to work in 
partnership with the community; how to tie outcomes in with council activities; how 
to go about performance measuring; and the relationship to levels of service (Table 
2.1).  Greater use of practical examples, such as case studies or a ‘mock up’ model 
was seen as desirable.  
 
With regards to the clarity of the information, comments were that it basically 
repeated the Act, over-simplified the situation, and in some respects the Act was 
easier to work with.  It was also noted that there was an element of ‘learning by 
doing’ involved and that the preparation of the first LTCCP was a valuable part of 
that learning process. 
 
Table 2.1: Reason Guides were inadequate  
(response may give more than one reason) 
 
Response Categories No. 
Insufficient detail 3 
Did not recognise different council capabilities 3 
LSG** on LTTCP preparation, model plan 2 
LSG: on how to tie community outcomes to council activities/make 
linkages 2 
LPG* e.g. case studies 1 
LSG: on how to partner with the community 1 
LSG: on performance measuring 1 
LSG: on relationship with services 1 
Timing 1 
Over simplified: Act easier to work with 1 
* LPG: Lack practical guidance 
** LSG: Lack specific guidance 
 
2.2   SOLGM/LGNZ Seminars 
 
The seminar series run by SOLGM/LGNZ was considered adequate or more than 
adequate as an introduction to the LGA by over half of the respondents (59.3%) 
(Table A2.3).  Some respondents had not attended the seminar series.  As a guide for 
LTCCP plan-making, the seminar series was seen as adequate or more than adequate 
by under half of respondents (40.7%) (Table A2.4).  For example, the seminars were 
regarded as giving a good introduction, with some useful case studies and as ‘helpful 
but theoretical’. A number of local authorities were non-committal (i.e., 17.4% 
responded as neither adequate nor inadequate).  
 
A small proportion of respondents (14%) considered the seminars inadequate as a 
guide. These respondents were spread across all council types with the largest cluster 
(5) in the 50-99k population size category. Reasons given for this view included: the 
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very basic or low level of the information presented; repetition of existing material; 
and the theoretical rather than practical nature of the material. One respondent 
considered the seminars did not add anything that was not in the Guides. The 
seminars appeared, to some respondents, to concentrate on building a knowledge base 
at a broad level rather than giving concrete examples, templates or best practice 
guidance on different aspects of LTCCP plan-making. It was considered that sharing 
experiences of what worked or did not work would have been useful. Other reasons 
were: the seminars raised issues and concerns, but did little to answer them; local 
authorities needed help to deal with these issues; there was a tendency for the larger 
city councils to ‘hijack’ the seminars; and the timing of the seminars meant that a lot 
of their value was lost, particularly for those local authorities who chose to begin the 
LTCCP preparation process early (Table A2.4, A2.5). 
 
2.3   Need for Additional Guidance 
 
Opinions varied amongst respondents as to whether or not further policy direction was 
needed and, if so, who should provide it. Half the respondents considered further 
information was needed (50%). These respondents came from across all council types 
and sizes. Just over a quarter of respondents considered additional guidance was 
unnecessary (Table A2.6).  
 
The main areas in which further guidance was considered necessary were auditing 
requirements, best practice from other local authorities, and various aspects of the 
outcomes process (Table 2.2).  
 
Table 2.2: Areas where guidance was needed  
(response may give more than one area) 
 
Response Categories No. 
Auditing requirements/expectations 18 
Best practice, e.g., from other local authorities 14 
Outcomes − various aspects 10 
Document layout and content 4 
Performance measurement 4 
Central government, e.g., buy in, information, clear leadership 4 
Set parameters 4 
Service level development 4 
Activity management plans 3 
Clarify terminology 3 
Implementation of sustainability 2 
All requirements of the LGA 2 
Linkages to other council plans 2 
Strategic planning frameworks 2 
The process 1 
Methodology for information management 1 
Timetabling 1 
How to conduct effective consultation 1 
Other 1 
Clarification 1 
Chose not to answer 23 
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A summary of needs expressed by respondents is presented below. 
Auditing requirements: 
Respondents looked to Audit NZ and the Office of the Auditor General for greater 
and more definitive guidance in the following areas: 
• A model LTCCP, similar to their model Annual Report for “Te Motu District 
Council”; 
• The level of detail in disclosure required/adequate;  
• What is required to meet s.94 of the Act re: audit of the LTCCP; 
• What constitutes an amendment or variation;  
• Compliance standards and expectations; 
• How LTCCPs are to be audited;   
• Monitoring achievement of community outcomes; 
• How to balance Audit NZ’s requirement for completeness and the public’s 
need for simplicity;  
• Decisive and uniform views from Audit NZ, as respondents believed views 
tended to vary throughout the country. 
 
Outcomes: 
• How to develop outcomes; 
• Guidance as to what are the ‘standard’ outcomes; 
• Clarification as opposed to guidance; 
• The level of community outcomes; 
• How to reach consensus on community outcomes, especially with many 
organisations; 
• How to discuss and generate outcomes with the community rather than on 
behalf of the community; 
• Linkages between community outcomes and activities, performance measures 
and targets, and the rest of the LTCCP;  
• Guidance regarding collaboration to achieve outcomes;   
• Guidance/models/templates regarding the level of service specification, 
reporting against outcomes, performance measures and targets, good reporting 
on asset capacity; and 
• Comparable outcome measures by district and/or region. 
 
Best practice guidance: 
• Best practice and lessons learnt from the Transitional LTCCPS, e.g., what 
works/does not work; sharing of insights from within the industry possibly in 
workshops prior to 2009; 
• On those areas identified as being badly completed, such as levels of service, 
significant amendments and future planning for asset management; 
• Concrete examples/templates that are readily transferable and relevant to 
various council sizes; 
• Implementation of legal requirements; and 
• Timetabling. 
 
Layout: 
• Guidance on the general layout and contents of documents, e.g., summary 
documents.  
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Central government needs to: 
• Provide information on what is happening at central government level, e.g., 
information on development of indicators; monitoring; ‘whole of government’ 
approach; 
• Provide a clear approach rather than conflicting views;  
• Possibly appoint a lead central government agency so as to avoid duplication 
across the country; 
• Provide practical rather than theoretical guidance; 
• Ensure buy-in from central government; 
• Give guidance to departments/agencies9 as to what communities want; and  
• Resource departments/agencies so they can deliver the outputs that contribute 
to community outcomes. 
 
 Direction/guidance is required on: 
• The implementation of sustainability; 
• Smarter ways of working with existing staff; 
• Levels of service: their development; explanation of terms; consistent 
standards/benchmarks; 
• Asset management plans; 
• Terminology, e.g., ‘community’, ‘outcome’, ‘outputs’, ‘activities’;  
• Strategic planning frameworks. 
 
Process issues: 
• How the process is similar and different for regional and district councils;  
• Clarification regarding consultation at the regional and district level as it was 
considered that it was basically being done twice; and 
• How to deal with qualitative information, e.g., good methods for dealing with 
information from public meetings.  
 
Opinion was divided as to who should provide guidance (Table A2.7). Some 
respondents considered guidance should come from within the local government 
sector, be practice based, and reflect the issues and unique challenges in local 
government. A number of these respondents considered that government departments 
and agencies should provide less guidance and have less involvement in the outcomes 
process as the LGA is about local communities determining their desired outcomes 
which then drive the LTCCP. The comment was made that at this stage there is too 
much involvement by central agencies in dictating what content should be included in 
community outcomes and the associated LTCCPs.  
 
Amongst those who were of the opinion that central government should provide 
guidance, the preferred source of additional guidance varied. Some respondents 
considered there was more than one source of information. The greatest need for 
guidance appeared to be in the area of auditing, with 16 respondents stating Audit NZ 
needed to produce further information.  The next agency looked to for guidance was 
SOLGM/LGNZ (7), while a few looked to DIA (4), central government (3) and the 
Office of the Auditor General (3) (Table A2.7). 
 
                                                 
9  For reasons of brevity, the term government departments as used in this report includes government 
ministries. 
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Interestingly, some respondents did not look to central government for guidance, 
instead looking to SOLGM/LGNZ (7) and other local authorities (3) for guidance.  
For example, it was suggested that workshops on best practice and lessons learned 
from 2006 LTCCP preparation should be held prior to local authorities commencing 
preparation of the 2009 LTCCP. 
 
2.4   Policy Guidance on ‘taking a sustainable development approach’ 
 
Section 14(1)(h) of the LGA states that local authorities should take a sustainable 
development approach.  Respondents were asked if local authorities needed particular 
policy direction from central government on what ‘taking a sustainable development 
approach’ should entail.  Opinion was divided on the issue. 
 
Almost 40% of respondents considered further guidance was not needed (Table 2.3). 
A number of these respondents chose to amplify their response.  Comments were to 
the effect that ‘sustainability’ was different in different regions therefore it had to be 
decided locally.  It was therefore for local authorities to determine what a ‘sustainable 
development approach’ meant in practice in their particular context.  However, some 
respondents did raise issues of council capacity to do this.  For example, it was 
considered that there were good levels of understanding in local authorities, but not 
necessarily the resources to back it up.  For this reason, council capacity needed to be 
developed.  
 
Nearly a quarter of respondents (23.3%) considered central government needed to 
provide policy guidance/direction on what ‘taking a sustainable development 
approach’ should entail. Interestingly, of these respondents, four were regional 
councils, three unitary authorities and two city councils (100k+ population). Some of 
these respondents suggested this matter needed to be considered in conjunction with 
the RMA.  There was a strong consensus that local government should be involved in 
some way in the preparation of any guidance or policy.  Opinion varied from local 
government deciding the direction/policy to preparing it in collaboration with central 
government. Central government was seen as being too prescriptive.  It was also 
suggested that tools be provided for integrating sustainable development philosophies 
into the day-to-day business of central and local government.  Information or 
guidance for ‘selling’ the idea and what it meant in practice for a local community 
was seen as useful as was help for local authorities when doing this.  A small group of 
respondents (11.6%) were undecided. 
 
Table 2.3: Local authorities need particular policy direction from central government  
on what 'taking a sustainable development approach' should entail 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Yes, agree that central government policy direction is needed 20 23.3 
Neither agree nor disagree 10 11.6 
No, central government policy direction is not needed 34 39.5 
Don't know 2 2.3 
Other 0 0.0 
Chose not to answer 20 23.3 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
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2.5   Adequacy of Public Information about the Purpose of LTCCP  
 
One of the first steps in the LTCCP process is formulation of community well-being 
outcomes.  Public engagement by all sections of the community is critical to this. The 
survey sought to gauge adequacy of information that has been provided by central and 
local government to raise the level of public awareness about the community 
outcomes formulation process.  
 
Just over a quarter of respondents (27.9%) saw the information as adequate or very 
adequate while just over a third (36.1%) saw it as inadequate or very inadequate. The 
remainder were non-committal (Table A2.8).  
 
Just under half the respondents commented that they saw local authorities as having a 
role in the provision of this information, either solely or in conjunction with other 
agencies (Table 2.4).  The main reasons given for this were: council’s knowledge of, 
and ability to communicate with their communities; and the perception that it was 
their responsibility under the LGA.  It was also seen as a way of forcing local 
authorities to learn about the legislation, i.e. learn by doing.  The majority of very 
small local authorities considered it was primarily a council responsibility, with 
support from central government (Table 2.6). The respondents suggested a number of 
methods for providing this information (Table 2.5). 
 
Table 2.4:  Who is considered to have primary responsibility for providing public 
information (response may give more than one source)? 
 
Response Categories  No. 
Councils 47 
DIA 24 
LGNZ 15 
Other 5 
Don't know 2 
Chose not to answer 16 
Not applicable 0 
 
Just over a quarter of the respondents were of the view that information provision was 
the role of central government as it had promulgated the legislation and was therefore 
obliged to inform those affected (Table 2.6).  Thirteen of the fourteen respondents in 
this category came from territorial local authorities with populations of 100k+. 
Respondents located in or adjoining two of the country’s main urban areas considered 
DIA had the primary responsibility.  It was considered that central government 
involvement would demonstrate the importance of the legislation to the government 
and provide a consistent message.  Central government was also seen as having the 
necessary resources to undertake this task (Table 2.6). 
 
Others, from across all council types and size categories, saw information provision as 
a joint effort, with local authorities’ actions being supported by other agencies, such 
as LGNZ. It was considered that a combined, sustained effort with consistent 
messages and easily understood language was required.  It was suggested that central 
government provide the background information, communicate it nationally, e.g., a 
generic TV campaign, and then let local authorities adapt it to their particular 
circumstance.  It was considered that such an approach would ensure consistency of 
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information, ensure national coverage, be more efficient, and achieve greater 
economies of scale than each council designing similar material. It would also assist 
those local authorities that lacked the financial resources to effectively do this. Some 
respondents offered alternatives to those listed. They suggested various combinations 
of the groups, indicating that a combined or joint approach was seen as desirable 
(Tables 2.4, 2.5, 2.6). 
 
A significant number of respondents (61) gave reasons for their particular choice of 
information provider (Table 2.4). The reasons were wide-ranging and showed the 
diversity of opinion among local authorities. For example, some respondents 
considered the provision of information was so inadequate that the public had not 
engaged, while at the other end of the spectrum were those who considered that too 
much detail/information was putting people off engaging or participating. Other 
reasons were also given for low public involvement, e.g., consultation fatigue/ 
overload, and lack of interest.   
 
Table 2.5: Suggested methods of providing public information 
(response may give more than one method) 
 
Response Categories  No. 
Central government 2 
Collaborative approaches with regional/city/district councils 2 
Forums to share information 1 
Information programme, e.g., DIA/LGNZ 1 
Work with local media 1 
DIA, LGNZ, councils, government departments and community groups 1 
Audit NZ 1 
Collaborative approach by central and local government 1 
Combination of first 4, i.e., DIA, LGNZ, councils and other groups 1 
Chose not to answer  19 
 
 
Table 2.6: Reasons for respondents’ given response  
for methods of provision of public information 
(response may give more than one reason) 
 
Response Categories  No. 
Central government/DIA: it is their Act  14 
Councils are better able to communicate with the public 11 
Combined effort by central government/LGNZ/Councils 11 
Councils are best placed, e.g., closer to and know their communities 10 
Central government provide generic information for councils to adapt 7 
Councils because LTCCP are local plans dealing with issues 5 
Central government has the necessary resources 4 
The Act requires councils to have a role in informing their communities 4 
LGNZ 4 
More cost effective for council due to their ongoing interaction with 
their communities 3 
DIA, LGNZ, Audit due to the commonality of information for all NZ 2 
DIA has the funding of this 1 
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Chapter 3 
 
Council Capability for 2006 LTCCP Preparation 
 
 
Council capability (i.e., commitment and capacity) will be a key determinant of how 
well the LTCCPs achieve their objective as a strategic planning instrument. The 
survey sought responses on a number of key attributes related to council capability for 
2006 LTCCP preparation.  The findings are presented below. 
 
3.1   Strategy and Timeline for Preparing the 2006 LTCCP 
 
Over half of the respondents (56.9%) indicated that formulation of a strategy for 
preparing the 2006 LTCCP was either complete or in progress. A small number, 
mainly very small to mid-size local authorities (<10-99k), were either in the early 
stages (13.9%) or had yet to start (12.7%). Three respondents made unsolicited 
comments. One remarked that they were using a template from the previous year. 
Another commented that it was contingent on the composition of the incoming 
council and community preparedness. The third remarked on the need to get greater 
councillor buy-in for that. 
  
Similar proportions had developed a timeline/milestones for preparing the 2006 
LTCCP (Table 3.2). A number of respondents, identical to those in Table 3.1, 
indicated that they intended to prepare a timeline or hadn’t yet thought about it. One 
respondent considered there was no need to prepare a timeline. 
 
 
Table 3.1: Council formulation of strategy or framework 
for preparing 2006 LTCCP 
 
Response Categories  No. % 
Strategy already prepared 17 19.7 
Strategy preparation in progress 32 37.2 
Strategy preparation just commenced 12 13.9 
Intend to prepare strategy 8 9.3 
Haven't thought about it yet 3 3.4 
Strategy not needed 0 0 
Don't know 0 0 
Other 0 0 
Chose not to answer 14 16.3 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 99.8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 20
Eleven local authorities had prepared both a strategy and a timeline (response 
category 1, Tables 3.1 and 3.2). Eleven local authorities had prepared either their 
strategy or timeline and work on the other was in progress (response categories 1 and 
2, Tables 3.1 and 3.2). Twenty-four local authorities were in the process of preparing 
a strategy and timeline (response category 2, Tables 3.1 and 3.2).  Others had 
prepared either a strategy or timeline, but had not yet commenced preparing the other 
while a small number had not thought about preparing either. This group was 
confined to medium and smaller local authorities (Tables 3.1 and 3.2). 
 
Table 3.2: Council development of timeline/milestones  
for preparing 2006 LTCCP 
 
Response Categories  No. % 
Timeline prepared 20 23.3 
Timeline preparation in progress 30 34.9 
Timeline preparation just commenced 10 11.6 
Intend to prepare timeline 8 9.3 
Haven't thought about it 3 3.4 
Timeline not needed 1 1.2 
Don't know 0 0.0 
Other 0 0.0 
Chose not to answer 14 16.2 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 99.9 
 
 
3.2   Enhancement of Council Capability 
 
The survey sought to find out what steps local authorities had taken since 2002 to 
enhance their capability in terms of their capacity for and commitment to LTCCP 
preparation. 
 
Adoption of ‘whole of council approach’ 
 
Over half the respondents (68.6%) indicated that their council had prepared or was 
working on developing a ‘whole of council approach’ in order to co-ordinate the input 
of different council departments into the 2006 LTCCP (Table A3.1). These 
respondents were spread over all types of local authorities in terms of population size. 
Of the regional councils who responded, six had prepared procedures for a ‘whole of 
council approach’ while three of the largest regions, population and area wise, were, 
at the time of the survey, still working on developing procedures. 
 
A small number of respondents (10.4%) intended developing a ‘whole of council’ 
approach, while one respondent from a small council indicated that their council had 
not thought about it. Four respondents considered such an approach was not 
necessary. These respondents were all from relatively small local authorities, i.e. 
<10k-49k populations. One respondent indicated that such an approach was not 
necessary due to the small staff numbers involved. 
 
The approach by local authorities towards adopting a ‘whole of council approach’ 
varied.  It could be either a written formal procedure or unwritten which was 
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variously described as being ‘part of the council culture’ or the ‘agreed’ approach. 
Some respondents indicated that adoption and implementation of such an approach 
was part of an ongoing learning process within local authorities.   
  
Restructuring 
 
Internal staff restructuring had occurred in just over a third of local authorities 
(33.7%) in the past 12 months while half the local authorities had not restructured 
(51.2%) (Table A3.2). Restructuring occurred across all types and sizes of local 
authorities. Just on a third in each local authority size category had restructured in the 
past 12 months. 
 
Reasons for this restructuring were: the LGA 2002 had required or acted as a catalyst 
for restructuring; staff turnover; and the increased workload within council (not 
necessarily LTCCP related) had required it.  
 
Staff resources 
 
Local authorities expect to meet the staffing requirements for the 2006 LTCCP 
preparation in a variety of ways.  Over two-thirds of respondents (69.8%), from all 
local authority types and sizes, were expecting existing staff to assume at least some 
of the work involved in preparing the 2006 LTCCP. A small number (11.6%) 
indicated that existing staff would be redeployed (Table A3.3).  
 
Other ways of meeting staffing requirements were: collaborating with other local 
authorities to fund a staff person; contracting other local authorities to undertake the 
work or employing new staff (Table A3.4).  One local authority was unsure how they 
would meet their staffing needs while another indicated they would endeavour to keep 
the work ‘in-house’ rather than employ consultants (Table A3.4).  
 
Just over a third of local authorities (37.2%) had at least one staff person dedicated 
solely to the preparation of the 2006 LTCCP, i.e. 100% of their time (Table 3.3).  This 
group included all types and sizes of local authorities.  In some local authorities, more 
than one person was dedicated fulltime to this task (Table 3.3). 
 
Over half of the local authorities (54.7%) had staff primarily dedicated to LTCCP, 
i.e., 50% or more of their time.  This may involve anywhere from 1 to 20 staff (Table 
3.3).  Just over two-thirds of respondents indicated their council had staff involved in 
LTCCP preparation in a subsidiary role, i.e., at least 10% of the time.  The numbers of 
staff involved in this capacity within local authorities ranged from less than 1 to 80 
(Table 3.3).  There appeared to be no correlation between the size of local authorities 
and number of staff involved solely or in a primary or subsidiary role.  For example, 
two local authorities in the same size category differed in the number of staff expected 
to be dedicated to LTCCP preparation, e.g., local authority one, 23; local authority 
two, 92. This variation may have been due to the way in which the question was 
interpreted by the respondent or the way the particular local authority had defined the 
tasks.   For these reasons, these results should be read with caution.  
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Table 3.3: Numbers of staff involved in LTCCP preparation 
 
Response Categories <
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No. of councils with staff 
solely dedicated to LTCCP 
preparation [100% of time] 1 16 12 2 0 0 0 0
No. of councils with staff 
primarily dedicated to LTCCP 
preparation [50% of time] 2 16 16 11 1 1 0 0
No. of councils with staff in 
subsidiary role in LTCCP 
preparation [10+% of time] 1 6 3 19 20 6 3 2
Don't know 6               
 
The staff resources required for LTCCP preparation will be drawn from across the 
whole of council (Table A3.4).  Redeployment of staff from other tasks to the task of 
preparing the 2006 LTCCP is expected in only a third of local authorities (30.2%). 
These staff will be drawn from a variety of sectors: resource management; finance; 
corporate policy; asset management; and in almost the same proportion (14-17%) 
(Table 3.4).  In addition, respondents indicated that staff had also been drawn from 
general policy, communication, community development/services, secretariat/ 
secretarial support, works department, data and monitoring, research, corporate 
management, governance support and the General Manager tasks (Table 3.5).  
 
Some respondents commented that their council had not redeployed staff, which they 
understood to mean a fixed term shift.  Rather staff were asked to undertake LTCCP 
related tasks, but retained responsibility for other primary functions. Other 
respondents indicated that LTCCP preparation was being undertaken using a team 
approach or being managed as a multi-disciplinary project.  For example, one local 
authority had taken a project management approach to LTCCP preparation on account 
of the size and complexity of the task, the numbers of people involved, the cost, risks 
and scheduling requirements. 
 
Table 3.4: Tasks from which staff will be deployed to prepare LTCCP 
(response may give more than one area) 
 
Response Categories  No. 
Finance 15 
Asset management 13 
RMA 12 
Corporate policy 12 
Other  8 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
10 Local authorities gave varying figures within these categories e.g. 2.5 of staff time 
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Table 3.5: Other tasks from which staff will be redeployed to prepare LTCCP 
 
Response Categories  No. 
Communication  4 
Secretariat/secretarial support 3 
Corporate management 2 
Temporary/fixed term shift within Council 2 
Community development/services 2 
Works Department Supervisor 1 
Unsure 1 
Data and monitoring 1 
Research 1 
Governance support 1 
General Manager 1 
 
Budget 
 
The amount of money set aside in local authority 2004/5 Annual Plan Budget for 
preparation of the 2006 LTCCP varied significantly. The range was from $0 to 
$871,947 (Figure 3.1, Table A3.7).  Two-thirds of respondents (65.1%) indicated that 
money had been set aside in the Annual Plan for this financial year (Table A3.7). 
Comments made by respondents would suggest that this variation in amounts may 
reflect the different ways in which local authorities presented their Budgets and the 
items that were included or excluded.  Frequently, respondents commented that this 
sum did not cover staff time, rather it was allocated for specific tasks, such as plan 
production.  Other respondents commented that it was not possible to give a total cost 
as the preparation costs were spread across council or it had not been itemised in the 
budget (9.3%).  One respondent also commented that councillors had remarked on the 
cost of implementing the LGA to their council and that the percentage increase was 
greater in their council compared to larger local authorities. 
 
Five respondents commented that no money had been specifically set aside in the 
budget for LTCCP preparation.  This may have been on account of the way the budget 
was drawn up or because it was not considered necessary.  One respondent indicated 
that they would approach council for funds as and when required. This was not seen 
as being a problem, as councillors had responded favourably when similar requests 
had been made in the past. 
 
At the other end of the spectrum were respondents who indicated that sums in excess 
of $600,000 had been set aside (four respondents) (Figure 3.1).  There was not 
necessarily any correlation between local authority population size and the amount of 
money budgeted. For example, a large urban council estimated $250,000 while a 
medium size rural council estimated $640,000. Further investigation is needed in 
order to accurately determine LTCCP funding by councils on account of the different 
cost areas included or excluded by respondents. 
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Figure 3.1: Amount of money allocated for LTCCP preparation 
in Council Annual Plan Budget 
 
A majority (60.5%) of local authorities had approved the amount of money requested 
by staff for LTCCP preparation (Table A3.8).  In four cases the amount had been 
increased, in one instance at the instigation of the councillors.  In three of those cases 
local authorities had not yet commenced public consultation. 
 
However, not all respondents had been so successful, with nine (10.5%) stating that 
their request for funds had been declined.  They comprised a regional council, a 
unitary authority and seven district/city councils.  Two local authorities had not yet 
commenced public consultation while two others were in the early stages. The 
remainder were either well underway with or had completed public consultation. 
Reasons for councillors declining staff funding requests were: part of a general rate 
reduction; to keep the rates increase at a politically acceptable level; lack of support 
for the proposed work area, e.g., a communications officer was seen as ‘spin 
doctoring’; the use of consultants was favoured rather than building internal staff 
resources; or existing staff were expected to incorporate LTCCP demands into their 
current roles (Table A3.9). 
 
The budget for LTCCP was expected to cover a range of activities. Funding for 
community communication and consultation, and LTCCP production and printing, 
was approved by over half the local authorities (Table 3.6).  Just under a third of local 
authorities had approved funds for staff salaries, consultants and the purchase and 
analysis of data. Funds were also allocated to other areas, such as regional 
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collaboration/community outcomes development, consultation projects, e.g., an art 
competition or training.  
 
Local authorities were asked to give an approximate percentage of the amount 
allocated. Many respondents did not or could not do this. However, a number did 
supply this information. This showed that the percentage allocated to particular areas 
varied widely among local authorities, ranging from 1 to 90% in some categories.  For 
example, some local authorities allocated funds for production and printing, some up 
to 100% of the 2004/5 LTCCP budget, while others allocated nothing for this. A 
similar pattern emerged across all spending categories. This variation may be due to 
the way in which local authorities prepared their budgets and allocated costs.11 
 
Table 3.6: Items of expenditure approved  
for 2004/5 LTCCP budget  
 
Item of Expenditure 
No. of 
councils % 
Staff salaries 28 32.5 
Consultant fees 26 30.2 
Community communication 43 50.0 
Community consultation 48 55.8 
Community facilitation 33 38.3 
Purchase and analyse data 26 30.2 
Production and printing 47 54.6 
Other 9 10.4 
Don't know/not specified 0 0.0 
 
 
3.3   Implementation of the LTCCP Provisions of the LGA 
 
Towards the end of the survey interview, respondents were asked how easy or 
difficult their council had found so far to implement the LTCCP provisions of the 
LGA. 
 
Only a small proportion of the respondents considered the LTCCP provisions of the 
LGA had been easy or very easy to implement, based on their limited experience so 
far (10.4%) (Table A3.10). Those local authorities that found it easy (2) had a 
population of under 10k. Just under a third of local authorities found it difficult or 
very difficult (31.4%), while just over a third found it neither easy nor difficult 
(37.2%). Those who found it difficult or very difficult covered the range of local 
authority types and size.  
 
Forty-three respondents commented, some in detail, on what they saw as the main 
difficulties in implementing LTCCP provisions so far (Table 3.7). These responses 
have been collated into five main groups.  They are ranked according to the number of 
responses.   
 
                                                 
11 Due to the very small number of responses to this question and the difficulty of presenting the data, 
this table is not included in the report. 
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1. Resources 
 
The task was not necessarily seen as being difficult, rather the issue was more about 
resources to undertake the task in terms of time, staff and costs. 
 
i. Time: The task was seen as time consuming. Time constraints on staff meant 
other work had not necessarily been done. Timeframes meant that a whole of 
council approach and a whole of region approach were difficult to achieve in the 
time allowed. The timing and timetable for full compliance was seen as difficult. 
 
ii. Staff: The LTCCP provisions had put pressure on staff resources. Staff lacked 
time to conduct as thorough a process as participants have requested. The 
number of people capable of undertaking strategic planning was limited and 
finding staff was an issue. Some staff were undertaking LTCCP work along with 
their other council responsibilities. 
 
iii. Cost:  Finding the additional funding required for LTCCP preparation was an 
issue, particularly for small local authorities who did not have additional 
resources to dedicate to LTCCP. In some instances respondents considered their 
council had allocated limited or insufficient resources to LTCCP work. The 
funding implications of preparing the LTCCP were considerable and were, in 
some cases, taking a significant proportion of council’s rates. Developing 
outcomes and the monitoring and reporting provisions were costly.  
 
Reference was also made to the social cost of not making progress, especially 
when community expectations had been raised. The comment was made that 
local authorities were doing significantly more without many more resources. 
 
2. Direction/guidance 
 
Some respondents considered there had been a general lack of guidance/direction at a 
national level. For example, guidelines on suitable/acceptable performance indicators 
would have saved ‘reinventing the wheel’ many times at local level. There appeared 
to be no clear role for Audit NZ, the audit requirements were unknown and it was 
considered that there was lack of expertise in, and direction from, Audit NZ. There 
was a perception that government had a very limited understanding of how the system 
would work when the legislation was enacted. 
 
3. Meaning/interpretation 
 
Respondents remarked on the difficulty of figuring out what the LGA provisions 
actually meant as much of the LGA had been left open to interpretation. The 
‘significance’ policy, public-private partnerships, the meaning of ‘integrated 
planning’ and what was required to be included in an LTCCP were cited as examples. 
 
4. Council 
 
i. Size and scope of the task: Preparing an LTCCP was seen as an onerous task due 
to the scope of the requirements, level of work, detail and input required. The 
sheer amount of work required, often ‘behind the scenes’, e.g., asset 
management planning, to produce an LTCCP was highlighted. Producing a 
document was seen as the easy part. 
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ii. Change in culture within local authorities: Some of the difficulties for local 
authorities were: ‘getting to grips’ with the new legislation, its various processes 
and its way of thinking. The legislation was seen as requiring a cultural change 
and a reorientation of the culture of council organisations around LTCCP and 
the LGA’s sustainable development purpose. Expectations of local authorities 
had changed, with the focus being restructured around community outcomes. 
There was a need to instill the long-term strategic philosophy both at a staff and 
councillor level. 
 
Developing a ‘whole of council’ approach and getting some parts of the 
organisation thinking and working together, rather than in silos, was a challenge. 
 
iii. Capacity building: Areas identified as being difficult for local authorities were: 
 
• building capacity and corporate knowledge throughout Council, especially 
with respect to decision-making and staff capability to undertake 
consultation; 
• developing systems to support the LTCCP process, e.g., collation of 
information;  
• increasing liaison between council departments and with other local 
authorities and agencies; 
• managing the iterative process between community outcomes, professional 
advice, activity plans, budgeting time frames, political pressure, 
consultation on specific issues, regional planning process; and 
• ensuring compliance with the LGA provisions.  
 
iv. Elected representatives: Difficulties that had emerged in some local authorities 
were: some elected representative’s hostility towards the philosophy of the 
LGA; their lack of leadership; their varying level of commitment to the LTCCP; 
their resistance to resourcing the task; and their expectation that existing staff 
would incorporate all the new work into their existing workloads. 
 
v. Other Territorial Local Authorities (TLAs) and central government: Different 
TLAs and government departments were at different stages in and levels of 
understanding of the process. 
 
5. Community 
 
The challenges local authorities faced were to develop interest among the wider 
public and to get the community to realise the benefits of the process. At the same 
time, it was recognised that the LTCCP provisions had put pressure on community 
resources. 
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Table 3.7: Main difficulties with implementing the LTCCP provisions of the LGA 2002 
(response may give more than one area) 
 
Response Categories No. 
 Resourcing 15 
 Cost − financial, finding funds 10 
 Time − time consuming, limited staff time 10 
 Pressure on staff resources 5 
 Scope of LGA requirements 4 
 Working out what LGA means/requires 4 
 Lack of direction/expertise from Audit NZ 4 
 Change in council culture 4 
 Collation of information and lack of communication in council 4 
 Developing Asset Management Plans 3 
 Monitoring and reporting 3 
 Developing interest in community 3 
 Lack of guidance at national level 2 
 Political environment, e.g., politicians’ commitment 2 
 Lack of councillor support, e.g., budget, staffing, leadership 2 
 Council staff need training in new approach 2 
 Timetabling 2 
 Usefulness of auditing − is it? 2 
 Difficult to take whole of government approach in LGA timeframe 1 
 New way of thinking 1 
 Building capacity/corporate knowledge in council 1 
 Managing the iterative process 1 
 Lack of systems to support the process 1 
 Linkages to other strategies 1 
 Development contributions policy 1 
 Compliance interpretation 1 
 Pressure on community organisations 1 
 Community opposition/critics 1 
 Prioritising 1 
 Local events, e.g., storms 1 
 Engaging with Māori 1 
 Getting the community to realise the benefit 0 
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Chapter 4 
 
Identifying Community Outcomes and  
Developing Monitoring and Reporting Frameworks  
for the 2006 LTCCP 
 
 
The LGA expects that local authorities play a pivotal role in engaging with 
appropriate organisations and groups to facilitate identification of community 
outcomes for inclusion in the LTCCP and to encourage the public to contribute to this 
exercise in a number of related respects. The Act requires local authorities to identify 
those government departments, government agencies and other organisations and 
groups capable of influencing the identification and promotion of community 
outcomes and facilitate their input.  The Act also requires that local authorities 
endeavour to secure the agreement of government departments, government agencies, 
and other organisations/groups to the relationship of the process to existing and 
related plans. Local authorities are also required to seek to secure the agreement of 
organisations and groups to the monitoring and reporting procedures to be used to 
monitor and report progress made by the community in achieving these outcomes.  
 
The questionnaire survey findings on how local authorities are undertaking these tasks 
or proposing to do so are reported below. These findings are presented under five 
broad topic areas. 
 
1.  identification of outcomes desired by communities; 
2.  collaboration amongst local authorities for this purpose; 
3.  local authority collaboration with government departments/agencies, Māori 
and non-Māori organisations and groups; 
4.  prioritisation of outcomes; and 
5.  developing a framework to monitor progress made by the community to 
achieving community outcomes. 
 
4.1   Identification of Outcomes Desired by Communities 
 
The LGA does not specify the process that local authorities are to use when 
identifying desired community well-being outcomes. Rather, it leaves it for each 
individual local authority to determine their own particular process. The task of 
identifying community well-being outcomes has a number of facets to it, as discussed 
below. 
 
Process for facilitating the identification of outcomes 
 
All respondents indicated that they had commenced the task of developing a process 
for identifying desired community outcomes, with some local authorities being more 
advanced than others.  Just on half of the local authorities (48.9%) had completed or 
were well advanced in the development of a process (Table 4.1). They comprised 
regional and district councils in the <10k-99k population category.  Twenty-six local 
authorities had finalised the process to be used and a large number (23) were now in 
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the process of implementing it.  These were spread across all local authority types and 
sizes.  The majority of local authorities with a 100k+ population size were in category 
2, i.e., process finalised and being implemented.  The majority of local authorities 
with a 50-99k population size were in categories 1 and 2.  The majority of local 
authorities with a 20-49k population size were in categories 4 and 5.  The majority of 
local authorities with a 10-19k population size were in categories 1 and 2 while the 
smallest local authorities were almost evenly split into those who had completed or 
were implementing the process (categories 1 and 2) and those who were still 
developing it (categories 4 to 6).  Regional councils and unitary authorities also 
divided into two groups, those who had completed or were implementing their 
process (response categories 1 and 2 in Table 4.1) and those who were still working 
on their process (response categories 4 to 6 in Table 4.1).  
 
A number of respondents indicated that the identification process had been or was 
being determined collaboratively, often in a regional context, e.g., by clusters of local 
authorities within the Bay of Plenty, Waikato, Wellington and Southland regions. 
 
Table 4.1: Councils' progress in determining the process to be used to facilitate 
identification of community outcomes for 2006 LTCCP 
 
Response Categories No. % 
1 Identification process complete 16 18.6 
2 Process finalised and being implemented 23 26.7 
3 Process finalised 3 3.4 
4 Process close to finalisation 12 14.0 
5 Still developing process 16 18.6 
6 Process in early stage 3 3.4 
7 Haven't commenced 0 0.0 
8 Don't know 0 0.0 
9 Chose not to answer 13 15.1 
10 Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 99.8 
 
Identification of organisations or groups capable of influencing the identification 
or promotion of community outcomes 
 
Local authorities had made significant progress towards identifying those government 
departments, government agencies, non-Māori organisations and groups, and Māori 
organisations and groups capable of influencing the identification and promotion of 
community outcomes.  
 
Over three quarters of respondents (77.9%) indicated that they had identified some or 
all of the government departments they considered had the required influence. 
 
Responses for relevant government agencies and non-Māori organisations and groups 
were virtually identical (77.9%), with a slightly lower percentage recorded for 
identification of Māori organisations and groups (75.6%) (Table 4.2).  
 
In each case, there were a very small number of local authorities who responded that 
they had not yet done this (2-3) while one respondent did not know what had been 
done.  
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Table 4.2: Council identification of parties capable of influencing  
the identification and promotion of community outcomes 
 
 
Govt. 
Depts.  
Govt. 
Agencies  
Non-Māori
orgs./gps  
Māori 
orgs./gps  
Response 
Categories No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Yes, all 28 32.6 27 31.4 23 26.7 28 32.5 
Yes, some 39 45.3 40 46.5 44 51.2 37 43 
No 3 3.4 3 3.4 2 2.3 3 3.4 
Don't know 1 1.2 1 1.2 1 1.2 1 1.2 
Chose not to answer 15 17.4 15 17.4 16 18.6 17 19.8 
Not applicable 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 86 100 86 100 86 100 86 100 
 
Securing agreement on the process to be used 
 
While possible contributors to the outcomes process had been identified by the 
majority of respondents (77.9%), a much smaller number indicated that they had 
secured the agreement of some or all of the contributors to the process to be used for 
the 2006 LTCCP (approximately 42%) (Table 4.3).  
 
Again, several respondents made unsolicited comments. These indicated that a 
number of localities were well advanced in this respect. In some areas, local 
authorities were collaborating for this purpose. In others, local authorities had used a 
collective approach.  For example, in one area, over 100 agencies had agreed to the 
process for running the community outcomes process at a community forum. They 
then participated in the identification of the community outcomes and priority actions 
to achieve these.  At the time of the survey, the relevant council was engaging with 
the lead agencies in order to sign a joint Memorandum of Understanding specifying 
actions that they would be responsible for leading.  In other areas, agreements were 
underway or were being discussed formally or informally.   
 
Table 4.3: Council has secured agreement to the process  
to be used for the 2006 LTCCP 
 
 
Govt. 
Depts.  
Govt. 
Agencies
Non-Māori
orgs./gps  
Māori 
orgs./gps  
Response 
Categories No. % No.     % No. % No. % 
Yes, all 15 17.4 15 17.4 12 14.0 14 16.3 
Yes, some 24 27.9 22 25.6 24 27.9 19 22.1 
No 26 30.2 28 32.6 29 33.7 30 34.9 
Don't know 4 4.7 4 4.7 4 4.7 5 5.8 
Chose not to answer 17 19.8 17 19.8 17 19.8 18 20.9 
Not applicable 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 86 100 86 100 86 100 86 100 
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LTCCP process relationship to existing and related plans 
 
The LGA requires that local authorities endeavour to secure the agreement of 
government departments, government agencies, and other organisations/groups to the 
relationship of the process to existing and related plans. 
 
A small number (8.1%) responded that this had been done with all government 
departments/agencies, non-Māori and Māori organisations and groups, while others 
reported that they had reached agreement with ‘some’ (22.1%). The numbers that had 
secured agreement with ‘some’, decreased from 22.1% with government departments; 
20.9% with government agencies; 18.6% with non-Māori organisations and groups; to 
15.1% with Māori organisations and groups (Table 4.4). 
 
 Table 4.4: Council has secured agreement with parties  
to the relationship of the process to existing and related plans 
 
 
Govt. 
Depts  
Govt. 
Agencies  
Non Māori
Orgs./Gps.  
Māori 
Orgs./Gps   
Response 
Categories No. % No. % No. 
     
% No. % 
Yes, all 7 8.1 7 8.1 7 8.1 7 8.1
Yes, some 19 22.1 18 20.9 16 18.6 13 15.1
No 33 38.4 34 39.5 35 40.7 38 44.2
Don't know 9 10.5 9 10.5 9 10.5 9 10.5
Don't understand  1 1.2 1 1.2 1 1.2 1 1.2
Chose not to answer 17 19.8 17 19.8 18 20.9 18 20.9
Not applicable 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 86 100 86 100 86 100 86 100
 
Consultation methods for identifying community outcomes 
 
Local authorities had used, or intended using, a broad range of methods to encourage 
the public to participate in identifying community outcomes.  The methods used most 
frequently were workshops; public meetings; web sites; and various forms of media. 
Some respondents indicated that they would use virtually all the methods listed in 
Table 4.5, while others had used or were intending to use only a small range of 
methods. A small number of local authorities apparently took into account their 
particular context and adopted approaches that they considered would engage relevant 
sectors of their community, such as art competitions, youth surveys, hui and videos 
(Table 4.6).  Other innovative approaches were being taken in order to enhance public 
engagement.  For example one council was investigating text polls and prizes to 
contact youth and the possibility of getting units introduced into the school curricula 
for 2005. 
 
These methods reflected two different approaches: expecting the people to come to 
council, such as public meetings, or going out to the people.  Some respondents 
commented on the need to go to the people. For example, council staff were going out 
to the community and attending meetings of existing organisations, hui, or community 
events, undertaking face-to-face interviews or telephone surveys.  The respondents 
did not, however, explain how participants were selected, e.g., which community 
group meeting was attended. 
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Three South Island local authorities intended using hui. Only one North Island council 
indicated that they would use hui.  
 
Table 4.5: Methods councils have used/will use to encourage  
public participation in identifying community outcomes  
(response may give more than one method) 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Public meetings 53 60.5 
Workshops 54 62.8 
Forums 43 50.0 
Focus groups 46 53.5 
Postal surveys 39 45.3 
Face to face interviews 31 36.0 
Telephone surveys 27 31.4 
Media-radio, TV, paper 50 58.1 
Websites 53 61.6 
Issues and options discussion documents 36 41.9 
Distribute pertinent information 42 48.8 
Other 16 18.6 
Don't know 7 8.1 
Chose not to answer 33  
 
 
Table 4.6: Other methods councils have used/will use  
(response may give more than one method) 
 
Response Categories No. 
School/youth survey 5 
Open days 3 
Hui 3 
Road show 3 
Art competitions 2 
Attend meetings of existing groups/organisations 2 
Stakeholder working groups 2 
Working collaboratively with other councils 2 
Video 1 
Community forum 1 
Postcards for community to return 1 
Attend community events 1 
Bulletin Boards 1 
Annual Plan 1 
Community champions 1 
Council Expo 1 
 
Progress to date on community consultation to identify community outcomes 
 
Progress covered the full range of responses from completion to ‘not yet started’ 
(Table A4.1).  
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Twelve local authorities (14%) had completed consultation. A number of these 
respondents indicated that community consultation had been undertaken either prior 
to the LGA 2002, in anticipation of the LGA reforms, or for the 2004 LTCCP. They 
therefore considered they did not need to consult extensively for the 2006 LTCCP; 
rather they would update and utilise these earlier findings for the 2006 LTCCP or 
merely fine-tune the well-being outcomes from earlier LTCCP. 
 
Eleven respondents indicated that community consultation was well underway. Others 
indicated that consultation was in the early stages (23.3%) while almost 28% 
indicated they had not yet commenced. Some respondents commented on the use 
made of prior consultation, both before and after the passing of the LGA and 
collaborative consultation with other local authorities.  
 
One regional council respondent commented that the varying progress was due to the 
different consultation timetables among local authorities. It was unclear if this was 
impacting the regional council’s consultation. 
 
Figure 4.1 shows when local authorities anticipate completion of community 
consultation. Thirty-seven local authorities (43.0%) are looking to complete 
community consultation in 2005.  
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Figure 4.1: Completion date of consultation with the public 
 
 
Thirty seven respondents (43%) provided additional feedback regarding their progress 
to date on community consultation. These responses covered a wide range of topics 
and provided a useful insight as to the issues local authorities are currently facing 
(Table A4.2). 
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A few respondents indicated that consultation had gone well and had been relatively 
easy.  Others had encountered various difficulties or issues, particularly with respect 
to community involvement.  Specific issues raised are listed below. 
 
• Lack of community awareness and/or buy-in;  
• Community cynicism and/or consultation fatigue; 
• The narrow focus of some groups, e.g., focus only on RMA processes; 
• Potential confusion caused by regional and TLA consultation;  
• The representativeness of responses;  
• Avoiding the dominance of lobby or pressure groups;  
• Politicians sometimes ask for ‘numbers’ in order to help them make decisions. 
The question is how to make the numbers representative; 
• The process raising community expectations, some of which were unrealistic; 
• Determining the priority of the outcomes where a council contains a number 
of different communities and communities of interest; and 
• Timing, if a joint approach is not being taken, as local authorities are all at 
different stages in the process. 
 
At the local authority level, respondents noted that progress was delayed by factors 
such as natural disasters that required diversion of staff to other tasks and the lack of 
political buy-in by some councillors. 
 
Also noted was the complexity of the situation in Auckland where the Local 
Government (Auckland) Amendment Act (2004) required consultation to cover a much 
broader range of documents, e.g., Regional Policy Statement, District Plan, and 
Regional Land Transport Strategy. It was noted that all Auckland local authorities 
were at different stages in different processes.  However, respondents indicated that 
certain phases of identification of regional community outcomes were designed to be 
undertaken jointly.  
 
A number of local authorities provided further information on the approach they had 
used or were using, as listed. 
 
• Conducting a pilot project in one particular area. Council would then apply the 
approach and lessons learnt to other communities; 
• Preparing community plans at the settlement/township level that would then 
feed into the 2006 LTCCP;  
• Staging the process. Schools/community leaders and community facilitators 
were identified first, followed by gap analysis and contacting of specific target 
groups; 
• Holding meetings then feeding responses back to the people. Responses are 
then considered by a representative group from within the district. Their 
feedback was considered by council who then determined the way ahead; 
• Use of telephone surveys to verify identified outcomes; and  
• A project coordinator undertakes consultation work on behalf of a joint 
committee of local authorities.  
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Lessons respondents had learnt were as follows. 
 
• Te community needs to be provided with meaningful information and data in 
order for them to make informed decisions about priorities and measures of 
success; 
• The process needs to be strategic in terms of the information provided and 
issues addressed so that better guidance can be given to local and central 
government; 
• Focus on the quality of results rather than the quantity. For example, for the 
2006 LTCCP local authorities made greater use of qualitative techniques, 
validated by quantitative surveys; 
• Joint consultation reduces the potential for public confusion and criticism. It 
also can minimise the resources required to consult;  
• There is a need to co-ordinate consultation regarding district and regional 
plans, Regional Land Transport Strategy and LTCCP; 
• Remember that no one process is all-inclusive − use a variety of methods; and 
• Community engagement raises expectations within the community. If 
community input is not taken into account, people will not engage again. 
 
4.2   Collaboration Amongst Local Authorities 
 
Feedback was sought from regional councils and territorial local authorities on the 
question of collaboration between regional councils and constituent TLAs and 
collaboration between adjoining TLAs in the process of formulating community 
outcomes. 
 
Regional councils collaborating with TLAs 
 
Results showed that regional councils were working with multiple TLAs. Most had 
three or more TLAs within their region, while one had ten and another eleven (Table 
A4.3).  Just over half of the regional councils were working with all the TLAs in their 
region to gather and analyse information. Only one indicated that they were not 
working with TLAs.  Two regional councils did not answer this question (Table 
A4.4).  
 
Issues for regional councils collaborating with TLAs 
 
Issues and tensions that regional councils encountered (Table 4.7) when seeking to 
collaborate with TLAs were as listed below. 
 
• Timing. Local authorities could be at different stages in different processes; 
• Tensions between regions and districts, for example a lack of willingness to 
accept leadership from the region or to accept a broadening role for the 
regional council; concern that a regional template may be imposed; and 
• Some TLAs saw themselves as a separate or distinct locality, based on their 
geographic location or particular focus or community of interest, rather than as 
being part of the statutorily defined region. 
 
This suggests that councillors and/or staff in some local authorities still fail to see, 
and/or accept, that regional and local councils are to act as partners in pursuing the 
RMA and LGA.  
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Table 4.7: Issues/tensions/concerns that have emerged  
when regional councils sought to collaborate with TLAs in region  
(response may give more than one issue) 
  
Response Categories No. 
Timing-councils at different stages 5 
Regional/district tension 4 
Councils concern over duplication 2 
Lack of commitment to whole of region approach 2 
No issues 2 
Communities of interest differ 1 
LTCCP requires local & regional input 1 
Representativeness 1 
Equality of voice for councils 1 
 
Collaboration between adjoining TLAs 
 
Just over half of the TLAs had up to four local authorities adjoining their boundary 
(Table 4.8). Sixteen percent of local authorities had between five and eight local 
authorities adjoining their boundary, while one had eleven. Some respondents 
indicated that they were collaborating with more than just their immediate adjoining 
TLAs. This would suggest that these TLAs were part of regional collaborative 
networks and were working with local authorities with whom they had no common 
boundary (Table 4.9, Table A4.5). Those TLAs separated by a significant natural 
boundary (e.g., mountain range) were not necessarily collaborating with the TLA that 
adjoined them on that boundary.  
 
This would suggest that for some local authorities, collaborating in order to formulate 
community outcomes and to gather and analyse pertinent information could 
potentially be a complex task with some seeking to work with up to 13 other local 
authorities (Table A4.5). Despite this complexity, 40% of respondents indicated that 
they were collaborating with all adjoining local authorities, while just under 20% 
indicated that they were collaborating with some. A number (8) indicated they were 
not collaborating (Table 4.9). Three of these local authorities were in major urban 
areas (100-199k) while one had no adjoining TLA. 
 
Table 4.8: Number of TLAs adjoining council boundaries 
 
Response Categories No. % 
No adjoining TLA 1 1.1 
One adjoining TLA 3 3.4 
Two adjoining TLAs 10 11.6 
Three adjoining TLAs 20 23.2 
Four adjoining TLAs 11 12.7 
Five adjoining TLAs 5 5.8 
Six adjoining TLAs 5 5.8 
Seven adjoining TLAs 3 3.4 
Eight adjoining TLAs 1 1.2 
Nine adjoining TLAs 0 0 
Ten adjoining TLAs 0 0 
Eleven adjoining TLAs 1 1.2 
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Table 4.9: Councils collaborating with adjoining TLAs 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Yes, collaborating with all adjoining TLAs 35 40.7 
Yes, collaborating with some adjoining TLAs 17 19.8 
No, not collaborating with adjoining TLAs 8 9.3 
Don't know 0 0.0 
Chose not to answer 15 17.4 
Not applicable 11 12.8 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
 
Issues for TLA collaboration 
 
Not all district/city council and unitary authorities identified issues, tensions or 
concerns with respect to collaborating with adjoining TLAs (Table 4.10). A broad 
range of issues or concerns did however emerge. By far, the greatest issue was the 
timing and alignment of their respective community outcomes identification processes 
(16). Other significant concerns were differences or disparities between local 
authorities, e.g., different priorities; differences between growing and stagnant areas; 
differences in population size; and differences in local authorities’ capability and level 
of resourcing.  
 
Table 4.10: Issues/tensions/concerns for TLAs when seeking  
to collaborate with other TLAs  
(response may give more than one area) 
 
Response Categories No. 
Timing and aligning of processes 16 
No issues/tensions/problems 9 
Differences/disparities between areas 9 
Different capabilities and levels of resource 9 
Parochialism 6 
Different priorities/requirements 6 
Different approach to outcomes 4 
Different understanding of process requirements 3 
Different boundaries re central government service areas 2 
Cost sharing for likely outcomes 2 
Difficulty getting political buy-in 1 
Concern that government departments/agencies can meet TLA's 
timeframes 1 
Willingness to accept prior consultation 1 
Determining level of consultation 1 
High staff turnover 1 
Identifying government departments/agencies 1 
Educating government departments 1 
Tensions at political/Chief Executive level, not staff level 1 
Making them relevant to everyone 1 
Impact on existing relationships 1 
Integration with existing planned processes 1 
Uncertainty regarding regional council role/position 1 
Don't know 1 
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Parochialism or ‘turf protection’ was identified by six respondents as being an issue. 
A range of other issues were raised including different philosophies and 
interpretations of the LTCCP process; some or all of the council area coming within 
different government department/agency jurisdictions; and tensions between 
adjoining local authorities at the political/CEO level. 
 
The respondents from local authorities that were not collaborating with adjoining 
local authorities gave a variety of reasons. Reasons given for not collaborating were: 
differences/disparities between the areas (2); timing (2); parochialism (1); uncertainty 
as to their role (1); lack of political buy-in (1); and different capability (1). Two local 
authorities did not give any reason.  
 
TLA collaboration with regional councils 
 
Responses showed that the large majority of TLAs (77.1%) had one regional council 
with jurisdiction in their district.  Five others had more than one with one having four 
(Table A4.6).  More than half of the local authorities (71.4%) were collaborating with 
the regional council with only a small number (10%) not collaborating.  Only half of 
those local authorities having two regional councils with jurisdiction were 
collaborating with both (Tables A4.7, A4.8). 
 
Ten TLA respondents reported having no issues/tensions/concerns regarding 
collaboration with their respective regional council(s) (Table 4.11). Respondent 
comments indicated that in some regions, local authorities were working well together 
and collaboration was proving beneficial.  Collaborative initiatives were underway in 
some areas, e.g., ‘Our Way Southland’ and ‘Choosing Futures Waikato’.  
 
Table 4.11: Issues/tensions/problems that have emerged when councils sought to 
collaborate with regional councils 
 
Response Categories No. 
No problem 10 
Different priorities and expectations 9 
Timing 8 
Role of/need for regional outcomes 8 
Feasibility of regional approach 5 
Agreeing on and aligning processes 5 
Resourcing 5 
Getting buy-in 4 
Historic tensions 3 
City vs. rural issues 2 
Cross submission process 1 
Now to use existing community outcomes 1 
No response to requests 1 
Impact on relationships 1 
Distance/time to meet together 1 
How to integrate into already planned processes 1 
Boundaries 1 
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However, a number of issues/tensions/concerns emerged in other regions. Many of 
these were similar to those that had emerged when TLAs sought to collaborate with 
adjoining TLAs, e.g., differences in time schedules, perspectives, priorities, levels of 
focus, or understandings of the process. Yet even when process problems had been 
overcome, historic tensions, parochialism, the urban/rural divide, and the impact of 
geographic distances on collaboration continued to prevent or thwart collaboration in 
some areas. 
 
A few TLA respondents questioned the legitimacy of a regional perspective when 
defining community outcomes and the feasibility of a regional approach. In their 
view, the structure of regional government was ‘flawed’ since regional council 
boundaries are based on catchments, with the result that issues and boundaries were 
not concordant.   
 
4.3  Local Authority Collaboration with Government Departments/ 
Agencies, Māori and Non-Māori Organisations and Groups 
 
A majority of respondents (63.9%) indicated that their council was collaborating with 
some or all government departments in order to gather and analyse pertinent 
information needed to facilitate the community outcomes process. A similar number 
indicated that they were collaborating with government agencies (62.8%) and non-
Māori organisations and groups (61.6%). A lesser number reported that they were 
collaborating with some or all Māori organisations and groups (54.6%) (Table 4.12). 
 
Table 4.12: Local authority collaboration with parties to gather and analyse information 
 
 
Govt. 
Depts.  
Govt. 
agencies  
Non Māori
orgs./groups  
Māori 
orgs./groups  
Response 
Categories No. % No. % No. % No. %
Yes, all 12 13.9 12 13.9 11 12.8 13 15.1
Yes, some 43 50 42 48.8 42 48.8 34 39.5
No 12 13.9 12 13.9 14 16.3 19 22.1
Don't know 2 2.3 2 2.3 2 2.3 2 2.3
Chose not to answer 17 19.8 18 20.9 17 19.8 18 20.9
Not applicable 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 86 100 86 100 86 100 86 100
 
Issues and tensions when seeking to collaborate with government departments  
and agencies 
 
As Table 4.12 shows, there were a large number of areas where local authorities 
identified issues or tensions when they sought to collaborate with government 
departments and agencies. Some local authorities identified more than one issue or 
tension. Fifty-two respondents made comments. The main issues and tensions were as 
listed below. 
 
• Variable government department commitment to the LTCCP process. Some 
respondents were of the opinion that government departments are not required 
to engage; they are not driven by the LGA; they appear uninterested or poorly 
informed (13). These responses came from across New Zealand; 
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• Different departmental jurisdictions or boundaries; for example, difficulty in 
getting data supplied for the appropriate geographical area (12); 
• Determining which offices to contact; at what level, e.g., national, regional or 
local; which person to contact, e.g., who is the ‘right’ person to speak for the 
department (7); 
• The perceived adequacy of departmental resources and ability to participate, 
as well as the council’s ability to undertake the necessary work (15). This was 
seen as an issue within the Auckland area.  
• Different perceptions within government departments of the LTCCP process 
and their role in it (15); 
• Conflict between local and national priorities (6); 
• The lack of autonomy within departments to respond to  local needs (4); 
• Different strategic planning timeframes and approaches to that of local 
authorities (7). For example, government departments were seen as wanting to 
deal with regional groupings, while local authorities viewed local level 
engagement as being more useful. The sheer number of departments and 
agencies was also of concern. 
 
Issues and tensions when seeking to collaborate with non-Māori organisations  
and groups 
 
The major concern with respect to collaborating with this group was their capacity to 
participate in terms of their resources, e.g., time and money (13). This concern was 
widespread and came from across all council types and sizes. Another major issue 
was the fact that the process potentially raised community expectations, both realistic 
and unrealistic, that council may not be able to meet (10). For example some groups 
expected outcomes would be defined for communities of interest rather than for the 
community as a whole. 
 
Limited understanding of the process (6), the scope and focus of the organisation 
including the priority given to the process (7), getting engagement (6) and the 
representativeness of any group/organisation (7) were all identified as issues. The 
sheer number of organisations was an issue in terms of feasibility and manageability, 
e.g., 5000 groups had been identified by a council in one sector alone. Three of the 
four respondents who noted feasibility and manageability as an issue were from 
predominantly urban local authorities. Council capacity to collaborate with these 
organisations and groups was also identified (4). Councillor concern at the community 
deciding outcomes rather than councillors, i.e., ‘decisions outside the council 
chamber’, was also mentioned (Table 4.13). 
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Table 4.13: Issues/tensions/concerns that have emerged when collaborating with  
non-Māori organisations and groups (response may give more than one area) 
 
Response Categories No. 
Capacity/resources/culture  13 
Expectations of organisations, e.g., funds, action, scope 10 
Representativeness of organisations/groups 7 
Scope and focus of organisations/groups, e.g., if priority or not 7 
Understanding 6 
Getting engagement 6 
No concerns 5 
Capacity/resources of council 4 
Manageability, e.g., potential number 4 
Councillor concerns, e.g., re decision making outside Council chamber 1 
Usefulness of information 1 
Not yet approached them 1 
Don't know 2 
Chose not to answer 35 
Not applicable 12 
 
 
Issues and tensions when seeking to collaborate with Māori organisations  
and groups 
 
The main issue or concern identified in this category was Māori capacity to 
contribute, in terms of time and personnel (12). This was identified as an issue in all 
types of local authority with a strong representation among smaller local authorities 
with a rural component. Potentially linked to this was consultation fatigue due to the 
number of consultative contexts in which Māori were engaged, e.g., RMA (7). 
 
Other issues identified are listed below. 
 
• Other priorities or foci, e.g., Foreshore and Seabed Bill (6);  
• Internal divisions/politics, e.g., the dilemma of up to seven distinct groups 
claiming to represent mana whenua (7). The majority of these respondents 
came from small/very small local authorities with only one from a larger urban 
area. Also linked to this is representativeness of the organisations and groups 
(5); 
• Who to engage with at what level, e.g., at central government, local politician 
or staff level (6);  
• A lack of understanding and/or interest and apathy regarding the LTCCP 
process (6);  
• Some respondents considered that the government’s introduction of the 
Foreshore and Seabed Bill had not helped as it had strained existing 
relationships between Māori and local authorities; 
• The priority given to Māori issues by local authorities (4); 
• The increased political tension that arose within local authorities due to the 
allocation of additional funds for Māori participation in an already cash 
strapped community; 
• Terminology − the matter of local and non-local iwi and the LGA’s use of the 
term ‘Māori’. The LGA was seen as ‘stepping on’ Māori customs. Urban 
Māori were seen as being harder to consult with, as they were not organised, 
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whereas local iwi had established mechanisms through which a council could 
consult. There was also the perception that local iwi had captured local 
authorities’ consultation processes.  
 
Table 4.14: Issues/tensions/concerns that have emerged when collaborating with  
Māori organisations and groups (response may give more than one area) 
 
Response Categories No. 
Resources, i.e., time, staff 12 
Capacity/capability to participate, e.g., consultation fatigue 7 
Internal divisions/politics, e.g., who to talk to 7 
Priorities/focus, e.g., other issues in focus 6 
Engagement, e.g., with central or local government level? 6 
No concerns 6 
Representativeness 5 
Lack of interest/apathy 4 
The priority given Māori issues by Council 4 
Lack of understanding 2 
Don't know 2 
No relationship in place 2 
No process in place 1 
Historic conflicts 1 
Timetabling 1 
Size and complexity of task 1 
Strained relationship due to Foreshore and Seabed Bill 1 
Chose not to answer 34 
Not applicable 10 
 
 
4.4   Prioritisation of Outcomes 
 
Section 91(2) (b) in the LGA allows communities to discuss the relative importance 
and priorities of identified outcomes. It was suggested in the Decision-making 
Knowhow Guide that communities may wish to prioritise identified outcomes (DIA, 
LGNZ & SOLGM, 2002, p. 43).  For that reason, local authorities were asked 
whether or not they expected communities to prioritise outcomes.  
 
Over half the interviewees responded positively (51.1%). Yet, a number of 
respondents considered that it was not possible to prioritise outcomes (17.4%). For 
example, it was questioned how community well-being outcomes could be prioritised 
given the sustainable development paradigm in the LGA. It was also questioned 
whether the LGA required prioritisation of outcomes. A number of respondents did 
not know or were unsure (12.7%). 
 
4.5  Developing a Framework to Monitor Progress Made  
by the Community in Achieving Community Outcomes 
 
Local authorities are required by the LGA to monitor and report on progress made by 
the community in achieving the identified community outcomes. Local authorities are 
also required to seek the agreement of organisations and groups for monitoring and 
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reporting procedures. Just over half the local authorities (51.2%) had undertaken work 
towards developing a monitoring and reporting framework (Table A39.1). Some local 
authorities had developed an initial framework, but were looking to refine it further. 
Some were waiting for further information to assist in this, e.g., Quality of Life 
information. There was no discernible pattern in terms of council type or size within 
this response category. 
 
Respondents were asked to specify the work that council had undertaken. Many 
provided detailed responses. The nature of the work undertaken varied (Table 4.14). 
Examples of approaches are given below. 
 
• Across sectorial/inter-organisational group had designed or would design a 
framework with indicators; 
• Collaborative approaches with regional council and other TLAs; e.g., the 
MARCO project in the Waikato12. In some areas collaborative approaches 
may include key agencies; 
• A multi-agency regional partnership was being developed that would be 
implemented through service plans, other strategies and Asset Management 
Plans; 
• Council developing a framework to monitor its own progress using quality of 
life indicators; 
• Council initiated Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with lead agencies 
that included identification of how agencies would measure the delivery of 
their actions; 
• Existing council indicators were to be adapted, e.g., the big cities ‘Quality of 
Life’ programme; existing sustainability indicators; use of a ‘balanced 
scorecard’ approach, i.e., a framework for Community Outcome measures, 
partnership measures and operational measures; 
• Facilitating discussion on meaningful measures during community 
consultation; 
• Reporting each year in the Annual Report; 
• Some local authorities had set up research teams or were part of a working 
party for developing monitoring and reporting procedures; 
• Development of an integrated monitoring framework and strategy, e.g., 
incorporating LGA and RMA elements; using a Strategic Planning database/ 
framework; 
• Tasking or recruiting staff to this work, e.g., to regularly review council’s state 
of the environment; 
• Setting out who is involved, why, and how they contribute to achievement of 
outcomes, e.g., through service plans, other strategies and asset management 
plans. 
 
Just under a third of respondents (31.4%) indicated that work had not been undertaken 
in this area. The majority of these respondents came from small to medium size local 
authorities. All types of council came within this category, i.e., regional, district and 
unitary. Some considered it difficult to undertake this work until the community’s 
desired outcomes had been identified. Others had not begun, but realised that it should 
be developed at the ‘front end of the process’ rather than waiting and hoping.  
                                                 
12 MARCO = Monitoring and Reporting Community Outcomes group, comprising representatives from 
Waikato Councils. 
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Comments were made to the effect that effective monitoring is ‘far more complex 
than the straightforward words in the Act would indicate’ and the task was large, 
difficult and ‘scary’.  Others queried how this would work, given that often a local 
authority has no role or funding input in certain outcomes, e.g., health.  They 
therefore questioned if they had to report on such outcomes.  It was instead suggested 
that local authorities, particularly regional councils, should only report on those 
community outcomes for which they have responsibility. 
 
Table 4.15: Types of work being undertaken  
(response may give more than one area) 
 
Response Categories No. 
Monitoring framework and indicators exist 12 
Working collaboratively with other councils RC/DC 11 
Monitoring framework/indicators being developed 10 
Working collaboratively with government departments/agencies 7 
Monitoring indicators in draft form 5 
Thinking about it 5 
Difficult task, e.g., until outcomes are determined 3 
Developed/developing monitoring strategy 2 
Resourced, e.g., new/existing staff assigned 2 
Leave until later 1 
Using external resources, e.g., consultants 1 
Not sure how to or how it will work at Regional/District Council level 0 
 
Agreement with organisations and groups for procedures to monitor and report 
progress towards community outcomes 
 
The LGA requires local authorities to seek to secure the agreement of government and 
non-government organisations and groups for the monitoring and reporting 
procedures to be used in measuring progress made by the community in achieving 
community outcomes. 
 
A small proportion of local authorities (under 5%) had reached agreement with all 
organisations and groups with respect to procedures to monitor and report progress 
while others had achieved agreement with some organisations and groups (16.3%). 
The majority (58.1%) had not yet done this.  
  
Comments with respect to progress to date in reaching agreements indicated that 
while agreements may not have been reached, local authorities were thinking about 
this, and would get to it in due course (Table 4.16). Again there was no discernible 
pattern across types or sizes of local authorities. 
 
Responses varied significantly. Some respondents considered there were no problems 
or issues associated with this task. Others, however, made a number of comments. 
They saw reaching agreements as time-consuming, difficult or challenging. 
Development of a monitoring framework was seen by some as the most difficult part 
of the LTCCP process as it required developing a framework that was compatible 
with adjacent TLAs and central government departments and agencies. A few noted 
that there were no clear guidelines or expectations with regard to the form such an 
agreement should take. The significance of these agreements was unclear, as was the 
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potential accountability that may arise once reporting commences. It was difficult to 
get parties to commit to a MOU. In one case, the parties were now having 
reservations about the agreement they had reached. It was further noted that local 
authorities were reluctant to commit to measuring outcomes that local authorities had 
not traditionally been involved in, did not want to be involved in or could not do 
anything about, e.g., health.  
 
Some considered the outcomes would be difficult to define and measure and the 
results not particularly informative. It was seen as a challenge for any region covering 
a large geographic area. One respondent saw the support of central government 
agencies as essential if their council was to make ‘headway’ in this task. 
 
Table 4.16: Council comments regarding progress to date on reaching agreements  
for monitoring and reporting (response may give more than one area) 
 
Response Categories No. 
Working on this, e.g., expanding 9 
Not at this stage, will do it in due course 5 
Very/most/difficult/challenging part of LTCCP 3 
No problems/not an issue 3 
Council capability to deliver is limited 2 
Lack of support, e.g., from within Council, Government 2 
Time-consuming 2 
Long way to go, on agenda 1 
Limited understanding of implications 1 
Reservations now with framework decided 1 
Have not approached community 1 
Not sure what form it should take 1 
Difficulty getting organisations to sign 1 
Role of Ministry of Social Development in securing agreements 1 
Usefulness of monitoring, e.g., outcomes non-specific 1 
Chose not to answer 39 
 Not applicable 0 
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Chapter 5 
 
Perceived Role of Central Government Departments and Agencies  
in the Community Outcomes Process 
 
 
As noted earlier, central government is accorded a key role as a stakeholder in the 
community outcomes formulation process in the LGA. The survey sought responses 
from local authority participants on the role central government departments and 
agencies were taking in the process of identifying community outcomes for the 2006 
LTCCP, any issues and concerns in this respect and how they could be resolved. 
Respondents were also asked to identify which particular government 
departments/agencies were perceived as being either mildly supportive or strongly 
proactive. 
 
5.1   Central Government’s Role    
 
Central government departments and agencies were seen by local authority 
respondents as taking a variety of roles in the community outcomes process, with the 
most frequent being: participating in stakeholder consultation (13), entering into 
collaboration and dialogue (9) and providing information (8) (Table 5.1). Other 
respondents commented that government departments and agencies had taken a 
limited or passive role (10).  
 
Thus, some council respondents perceived the role of central government as an active 
stakeholder involved in the formulation and prioritisation of community outcomes and 
the development of monitoring and reporting procedures and subsequently helping to 
achieve these. Respondents gave details of the types of working relationships that had 
been established with government departments and agencies. For example, 
departments/agencies: agreeing to the process to be used; working collaboratively 
with local authorities with their input an integral part of the process; taking a 
leadership role in coordinating and delivering specific actions; as a partner in 
analysing, responding to, and promoting community outcomes; sharing and making 
available their information resources; as a part of a inter-sectoral forum that provided 
information on the definition and prioritisation of community outcomes; as a 
participant in stakeholder consultation to identify draft community outcome themes; 
assisting in the prioritising of community outcomes; and as part of a focus group. In 
some instances, local authorities had taken the initiative and set up forums, workshops 
or conducted interviews with government departments and agencies in order to 
identify their priorities and planned outcomes. 
 
Other respondents were more cautious and regarded central government’s role limited 
to helping achieve community determined outcomes rather than being involved in 
identifying community outcomes.  A number of them expressed this view quite 
forcefully. A few local authorities had chosen not to involve departments and 
agencies in the community outcomes process for this reason. Others were anticipating 
that they would involve departments and agencies as the community outcomes 
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process progressed. Other respondents were still deciding what role, if any, they saw 
government departments and agencies having in the future. Some respondents did not 
feel qualified to answer the questions on central government’s role. 
 
Table 5.1: Role central government/agencies are taking in the process of identifying 
community outcomes for the 2006 LTCCP (response may give more than one area) 
 
Response Categories No. 
Participation in stakeholder consultation 13 
Limited/passive role 10 
Partner promoting community outcomes 9 
Collaboration and dialogue 9 
Providing information, e.g., regarding definition and prioritisation of 
community outcomes 8 
Still to decide 8 
Working at regional/strategic level 6 
Limited response by departments/agencies 4 
Future role − Council will involve them 4 
Facilitating the process, e.g. helping, leading 4 
Nil, no role 3 
Don't know 3 
No role − Council did not involve them 2 
Shown an interest 2 
Agreeing on process 2 
Analysis and response to outcomes identified 1 
Chose not to answer 19 
Not applicable 0 
 
Issues and concerns regarding central government’s role 
 
Just under half the respondents (48.8%) expressed concerns about the role central 
government was taking in the process of identifying community outcomes for the 
2006 LTCCP (Table A5.1). 
 
The two main issues or concerns identified by respondents were the capacity of 
government departments and agencies, in terms of resources and time, to participate 
and contribute in the community outcomes process, and the lack of response/ 
commitment/buy-in from central government to the community outcomes process 
(Table 5.2).  
 
Respondents considered some government departments and agencies were not 
resourced effectively and did not have the capacity to be productively involved. 
Departments and agencies had not necessarily made a ‘budget commitment’ to the 
community outcomes process. The outcomes process was seen as having limited 
significance for departments and agencies as they were not required to deliver on it or 
to prioritise it. It appeared to one local authority respondent that departments and 
agencies were deliberately limiting the scope of their involvement. It was considered 
that there had been a lack of effort on the part of central government to raise 
awareness or build capacity in the community and other organisations and agencies. 
 
 49
Other issues were: the sheer number of government departments and agencies; the 
focus of departments and agencies; the apparent conflict of priorities between them; 
the different departmental/agency/council boundaries with, among other things, the 
difficulty of using their measures and indicators for reporting; the lack of co-ordinated 
participation; the lack of consistency in approach between various departmental 
offices (e.g., staff authority to act at the local or national level); the structure of some 
departments and agencies did not lend itself to engagement; lack of understanding of 
the various consultation processes; the lack of autonomy within departments; the need 
for local authorities to be able to draw on government information resources to assist 
in monitoring and reporting; the priority departments and agencies give to the 
community outcomes process; the need for departments and agencies to support local 
authorities when certain outcomes are identified, e.g., health, housing, education. 
 
It was questioned whether central government would really buy into the process, with 
some scepticism being expressed as to whether or not the involvement of government 
departments and agencies would result in a change in the way services were delivered 
by central government. For example, central government was seen as taking a ‘top-
down’ approach yet there was an expectation in the LGA that decisions will be more 
responsive to identified community priorities and expectations. It was noted that the 
LGA required greater accountability by local authorities, but not by central 
government. The comment was made that local authorities had to involve government 
departments in their processes, but government departments did not have to involve 
local authorities in theirs. It was suggested that an industry approach, similar to the 
National Asset Management Steering Group approach, could be adopted for the LGA, 
with industry best practice rather than government determining what happened. 
 
There was also scepticism at what was seen as an attempt by central government to 
shift their traditional areas of responsibility to the local government sector, e.g., social 
services. As one respondent observed, the legislators put together the social 
experiment and left local authorities to deliver.  
 
While many respondents were looking for a greater input by central government, 
there was a small number who considered that, as noted earlier, it was not the ‘role’ of 
central government to be involved in determining community outcomes. 
 
Many respondents suggested ways in which the above issues or concerns could be 
addressed (Table A5.2). These are listed under the five groups below. 
 
1. Government involvement 
• More direction from central government regarding government department/ 
agency involvement, and that this involvement occur at the local and not just 
the regional level. This directive should come from the Ministerial/Cabinet 
level. It was considered that if government agencies did not show interest in, 
and understanding of, the LTCCP processes, then the success of the 
philosophy behind LTCCPs will be limited. 
 
2. Government working together 
• Promote closer involvement through a ‘whole of government’ process; 
• That one government agency be given the task of leading and facilitating 
central government’s response and collaboration. A centrally/nationally co-
ordinated input for all the major government departments/agencies would 
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probably save their time and council’s time and produce a more consistent 
result more quickly; 
• Have a specific person/role that relates to a local area. This person should 
‘know’ the area and what it is like working at the local level. They should not 
come from Wellington, be unfamiliar with the area or new to New Zealand. 
Regular regional forums involving government representatives would help 
raise awareness and build capacity/capability or at least recognise the 
importance of putting resources into this aspect;  
• Development of inter-agency groups that can enhance the activities of its 
members and add value to the programmes undertaken. 
 
Table 5.2: Specific issues or concerns regarding central government’s role  
(response may give more than one area) 
 
Nature of issue/concern No. 
Capacity of Government Departments/Agencies, e.g., resources, time 15 
Buy in/lack of response, e.g., Departments limiting /restricting 
involvement 14 
Consistency 9 
Lack of flexibility to respond to local issues/outcomes 5 
Potential impact (if any) on Departmental operations 5 
Boundary issues 5 
Process has no validity for Government Departments/Agencies 5 
Extending role of local govt., e.g., TLA taking over role of central govt. 4 
Not a priority 4 
Not the 'role' of Central Government 2 
Number of Departments/Agencies 2 
Manageability 2 
Conflicting priorities among Departments 2 
Lack of lead from centre, e.g., lead agency 2 
Structure of Government Departments/Agencies, e.g., doesn’t enhance 
engagement 1 
Will be resolved over time 1 
'Practicality' of outcomes 1 
Timing, e.g., their planning cycles 1 
Existing tensions/relationships 1 
Chose not to answer this question 23 
 
3.  Government accountability 
• Require greater accountability of government departments/agencies, i.e., 
develop performance measures for central government agencies; focus on 
management for outcomes, both of the organisation (department/agency) and 
the LTCCP; and 
• Re-orientate strategic planning of central/regional authorities to the local level 
in order to align with community outcomes. 
 
4.  Government support for local authorities 
• Central government assist with resourcing TLAs in order to engage and raise 
capacity with community, partners and stakeholders as required; and 
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• Develop working relationships with local authorities, e.g., at the Senior 
Management/Deputy Secretary level. 
 
5. Other 
• Provide for a more collaborative approach to funding, e.g., resources for 
collaborative projects, collaborative funding pools and research, more flexible 
purchasing agreements;  
• Amend the LGA so as to make it more of an audit of council performance, i.e., 
see if they are doing the job, rather than an audit of the process; 
• Identify key agencies that should be involved; and 
• Be realistic, i.e., have lower expectations of the 2006 LTCCP and aim to get 
full, joined up engagement by the 2012 LTCCP. If local authorities get 
dialogue initiated, establish relationships and get co-operation for the 2006 
LTCCP, they will have done well. 
 
5.2  Involvement of Individual Government Departments in the 
Community Outcomes Process 
 
Survey respondents were asked to indicate which particular departments/agencies 
were being either mildly supportive or strongly proactive in the community outcomes 
process. Figure 5.1 shows respondents’ opinions as to whether or not particular 
government departments and agencies are being mildly supportive or strongly 
proactive.  
 
The departments viewed as being mildly supportive were: DOC (20), Te Puni Kōkiri 
(16), Police (14), Ministry of Education (13), Ministry for the Environment (10) and 
DIA (11).  Those viewed as strongly proactive were: MSD (27), District Health 
Boards (15), WINZ (10), LTSA (10), and Police (8). Thirty-four respondents (39.5%) 
did not answer this question, with some expressing reluctance to do so. 
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Figure 5.1: Government departments/agencies mildly supportive or strongly proactive in the community outcomes process 
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Chapter 6 
 
Perceived Role of Non-Māori Organisations and Groups  
in the Identification of Community Outcomes 
 
 
As noted earlier, non-Māori organisations and groups have an important role in the 
community outcomes formulation process in the LGA. The survey sought responses 
from local authority participants on a number of issues related to the extent of their 
involvement, their capability and issues of concern. 
 
6.1 Progress 
 
The survey findings revealed that engagement with non-Māori organisations and 
groups had been completed in 12 local authorities (14%) while in 29 (33.7%) 
engagement was currently taking place, either well underway or in the early stages. A 
quarter of local authorities had yet to begin engagement. Of the local authorities that 
were yet to begin, 17 came from the <49k population category.  
 
Table 6.1: Council engagement with non-Māori organisations and groups in order to 
identify community outcomes for 2006 LTCCP 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Engagement completed 12 14.0 
Engagement well underway 14 16.3 
Engagement in early stages 15 17.4 
Engagement hasn't commenced yet 22 25.6 
Other 1 1.2 
Don't know 1 1.2 
Chose not to answer 21 24.4 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
 
The intended dates of completion for this engagement are shown in Figure 6.1 and 
Table A6.1. 
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Figure 6.1: Anticipated completion date for Council engagement  
with non-Māori organisations and groups 
 
 
6.2 Views Regarding Capacity and Commitment of non-Māori 
Organisations/Groups to Participate in LTCCP Process 
 
Opinion over whether or not non-Māori organisations and groups had the capacity to 
participate in processes identifying community outcomes was divided. Just over a 
quarter of respondents (25.6%) agreed or strongly agreed that non-Maori 
organisations and groups had the capacity to participate, while 20.9% considered they 
did not. A further 17.4% were neutral (neither agree nor disagree) while 5.8% did not 
know (Table A6.2). 
 
Some respondents commented that it was difficult to answer such a general question. 
Respondents noted that capacity varied for a number of reasons, for example 
depending on the time of year, part of the country, the type of organisation/group, or 
the stability of the organisation/group. There were very different levels of expertise 
and understanding about the process within non-Māori organisations and groups.  
 
It was also noted that some groups may have a particular focus or priority and 
therefore would only participate in specific areas of interest to them. Organisations 
and groups were very busy, and it was often hard to get them to attend meetings, 
particularly business organisations. Some company employees were more interested 
in attending meetings than their managers, but could not get permission to attend. In 
some local authority areas, organisations or groups were considered to be ‘sitting on 
the fence’, waiting to see where the LTCCP process would go before they committed 
to it.  
 
There was greater consensus regarding the commitment of organisations and groups 
to the process, with 27.9% of respondents stating that organisations and groups had 
the necessary commitment, 25.6% were neutral and only 8.1% disagreed or strongly 
disagreed (Table A6.3). Over a third of respondents (33.7%) had concerns regarding 
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the involvement of organisations and groups (Table A6.4). Comments were made to 
the effect that some organisations were very committed to the process, but lacked the 
appropriate resources or capacity to undertake this to their full ability. Reasons for 
this were: voluntary groups where one person was undertaking the entire management 
of the organisation; lack of funding; lack of support; lack of time and resources.  
 
Issues or concerns associated with participation of non-Māori organisations and 
groups were as listed below. 
 
• Their capacity to engage and contribute at that level. For example, their ability 
to be involved with all TLAs when the various LTCCP phases were set within 
specific timeframes. It was debatable at what level they could best contribute: 
outcomes, LTCCP, plans and strategies, or operational; 
• Their understanding and appreciation of the process. For example, having a 
low understanding or appreciation of the community outcomes process or 
being unable to grasp the ‘bigger picture’; 
• Their raised expectations that council and other agencies cannot then deliver. 
For example, local authorities are seen as another potential source for funding 
and support, leading to increasing demands for grants; 
• The representativeness of organisations and groups and how to determine who 
to include; and 
• Their often specific areas of interest and ability to side-track on to single focus 
issues. 
 
The challenge for local authorities was how to align the specific focus of 
organisations and groups with broader community outcomes; how to ensure that 
groups reflected the community; identifying who from these groups had the mandate 
to represent a whole-of-organisation view; and getting buy-in, i.e., how to create a 
‘spark’ that causes people to want to be involved (Table 6.2). 
 
Table 6.2: The nature of any issues or concerns regarding involvement of non-Māori 
organisations and groups (response may give more than one area) 
 
Response Categories No. 
Capacity − to engage and contribute at that level 14 
Their expectations 7 
Getting buy in 6 
Representativeness/inclusion of relevant groups 5 
Understanding and appreciation of process 5 
Focus of organisation/group 3 
Alignment of proposed outcomes 2 
How council can utilise this resource 2 
Exhaustion 1 
Commitment 1 
Timing 0 
Chose not to answer 25 
 
Respondents suggested a number of ways of dealing with these issues or concerns 
(Table A6.5). The suggestions have been divided into three main groups: capacity-
building; council processes; and relationships. These are summarised below. 
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1. Capacity building 
 
A number of responses suggested different measures that could be broadly defined as 
capacity building.  
 
Funding and support  
• Providing additional financial resources, to support these groups and 
recognise their contribution; 
• Reviewing the central funding streams coming into the regions to not-for-
profit organisations. These organisations have had higher accounting and 
reporting requirements placed on them at the same time as they have had to 
fill the gaps left through central government being unable to fulfil their role 
in meeting community demand; 
• Paying key stakeholders for consultation has been used by organisations; 
and 
• Providing resources to support better coordination/collaboration of these 
organisations and groups. 
 
Education and training 
• Education campaigns; 
• Training courses run by central government to increase capacity of groups 
or organisations. It was noted that there was an over-dependence on 
volunteers. ‘Balance’ could be jeopardised or lost if the capacity/capability 
in some community organisations was not fostered. Support and recruiting 
volunteers was important;  
• Good practice guides. 
 
2. Council processes 
• Improved processes for channelling public engagement to the appropriate 
level/forum; 
• The community outcomes process needs to be designed to be flexible 
enough to include divergent views and opinions in an appropriate way; 
• Make clear to participants the purpose and reason for consultation/ 
discussion, possible end results and the time-frames for involvement; 
• Increasing awareness of how to most effectively work with council for 
specific purposes/outcomes; 
• Go to the organisations rather than expecting them to come to council; and 
• Indicate the value of their input to council by having the appropriate people 
participate, e.g., the Mayor, provide ‘slick’ material, use excellent 
facilitators, and manage the process well. 
 
3. Relationships 
• Build relationships between council and organisations and between 
organisations themselves. It is important agencies share information and 
update each other on their activities. Currently there is little shared 
collective knowledge between the agencies. 
• Agencies need to set common goals based on the LTCCP or similar 
documents; and 
• Develop a “partnership” policy to set out the agencies approach to 
collaborating with external agencies. 
 
 57
It was suggested that local authorities should seek the early involvement of 
organisations and provide an opportunity for them to influence the outcomes. It was 
also suggested that some current government activities could be de-centralised and 
given to the community/voluntary sector. 
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Chapter 7 
 
Perceived Role of Māori in Governance and  
Identification of Community Outcomes 
 
 
The LGA 2002 requires that local authorities set up processes to facilitate Māori 
contribution to council decision-making.  The survey elicited responses on Māori role 
in local governance, council processes for Māori consultation as required in the LGA 
2002 and specifically for identification of community outcomes for 2006 LTCCPs.  
Several respondents chose not to complete this entire section. No explanation was 
given as to why. 
 
7.1   Council Strategy 
 
The survey found that just under half of the respondent local authorities had 
established processes for Māori to contribute to decision making (41.9%) while 
25.6% of respondent local authorities were working on these. About 10% had still to 
do this (Table 7.1). This latter group was primarily small to medium size local 
authorities in the central North Island and central South Island. Some respondents 
commented that liaison and understanding, similar to that required under the RMA, 
had been happening for years, particularly in the environmental area. 
 
Table 7.1: Council tasks with respect to Māori involvement  
in governance and community outcomes identification 
 
  
Established
processes  
Considered 
ways  
Provided 
information   
Response 
Categories No. % No. % No. % 
Yes 35 40.7 29 33.7 35 40.7 
In progress 17 19.8 27 31.4 17 19.8 
Not yet 12 14.0 10 11.6 12 14.0 
Don't know 1 1.2 1 1.2 1 1.2 
Chose not to answer 21 24.4 19 22.1 21 24.4 
Not applicable 0 0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 100 86 100 86 100 
 
Over half the respondents indicated that their council had considered, or was in the 
process of considering, ways to foster development of Māori capacity (Table 7.1). 
Information had been provided to Māori in 40.7% of local authorities with a further 
19.8% in the process of doing so (Table 7.1). Others had yet to do so. 
 
7.2   Issues and Concerns 
 
Seventeen respondents indicated they had no concerns or issues while just under half 
the respondents chose not answer this question (44.2%) (Table 7.2). In some areas, 
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where there was a high Māori population, Māori were engaged in decision-making at 
all levels, some in their capacity as councillors. Some respondents commented that 
they had very positive working relationships with the local runanga, while others were 
using processes that had been established over the past 10 years. The need to develop 
these relationships at a political level was seen as crucial for their success. It was 
acknowledged that these relationships took time to develop and did not ‘happen 
overnight’. 
 
Table 7.2: Issues or concerns with respect to council meeting the requirements of the 
LGA to foster development of Māori capacity (response may give more than one area) 
 
Response Categories No. 
No issues or concerns 17 
Capacity of Māori 5 
Politics within Māori groups 5 
Mechanisms for engaging with urban Māori/non-local iwi 4 
Expectations of Māori 4 
No budget to do this/funding 3 
Getting buy-in/willingness to participate 3 
Resource Māori so they can contribute to Council 
decision-making 3 
LGA requirements seen as racially exclusive 2 
Required resourcing of Council 2 
Time required 2 
Problem getting commitment to this 2 
Definition of 'Māori' 2 
Role of Maori in decision-making 2 
Build understanding of Local Government process 1 
Developing relationships, e.g., at political area 1 
Impact on Māori participation in other areas, e.g., RMA 1 
Getting a balance between Māori and community 1 
Treaty implications 1 
Yes − nothing specified 1 
Chose not to answer 38 
 
Areas of concern identified with respect to Māori contributing to council decision-
making processes were as listed below. 
 
• Lack of understanding by Māori of the LGA processes. It was suggested the 
time required to build a common understanding and common processes to aid 
capacity-building would exceed the available timeline; 
• Lack of people skills within Māori organisations and groups;  
• Existing people were over burdened and fully stretched; 
• Good feedback was obtained where oral feedback was sought, but limited or 
no written response was received to posted material; 
• Some sectors of the wider community saw the provisions regarding Māori as 
racially exclusive, consequently placing more pressure on politicians and staff. 
Where Māori were a very small group, building capacity was seen as 
potentially causing a problem by treating them differently.  
• Māori expectations of the process. For example, there was a potential 
expectation for a parallel Maori consultation process and/or identification of 
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Māori community outcomes. Such outcomes were perceived as being very 
difficult to incorporate into a ‘mainstream’ set of community outcomes. There 
may also be the expectation that council would fund a Māori Liaison Officer. 
• Political acceptance of the role of Māori. For example, elected representatives 
may have different views as to what was the most appropriate or worthwhile 
level of involvement by Māori. This political viewpoint could place restraints 
on recruitment and retention of skilled staff; 
• Divisions within the Māori community. For example there may be different 
priorities among iwi; deciding whether their response is at a tribal level or at a 
local iwi level; 
• How to develop mechanisms and provide for ‘urban’ Māori as they are not 
mana whenua; 
• Balancing general community needs with Māori needs; 
• The Treaty implications of the LGA 2002; 
• Knowing who has authority to speak; and 
• The use of the term ‘Māori’ in the LGA 2002 was seen as treading on local 
custom. To acknowledge non-local iwi was considered to be culturally 
inappropriate.  
 
It was suggested (Table A7.1) that some of these issues or concerns could be 
addressed in a number of ways, as outlined below. 
 
Developing relationships and building trust  
• Council showing its sincerity by its actions;  
• Working at a marae/hapū based level to build a level of trust and 
understanding before presenting any issues; 
• Council taking a ‘cautious’ approach to building a relationship, given past 
issues; 
• Allowing sufficient time to establish trust and respect; and 
• Not forcing the issues. 
 
Central government 
• Additional financial resources may help. For example, government could 
facilitate training for Māori, given the strong focus provided for Māori in the 
LGA. Capacity building within iwi and urban Māori was seen as being 
important for the future; 
• Investment in hapū development by central government. The benefit of a well 
resourced Māori corporation was also noted, i.e., they gave informed and 
timely responses on issues to council. Ngai Tahu was cited as an example of 
this; and   
• Improving central government support to assist urban Māori to organise and 
participate. 
 
Council actions 
• Council should have a strategy for fostering Māori capacity to contribute to 
council decision-making and develop programmes to enhance it. The 
possibilities need to be discussed with Māori ‘contacts’ whenever possible. 
This may also require having councillor workshops to discuss these 
possibilities.  Southland was given as an example of one approach. There, four 
local authorities had developed a charter of understanding with Te Ao 
Marama, which had been revised to incorporate the wider responsibilities 
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under the LGA. Another respondent put it more bluntly, stating that local 
authorities needed to ‘get their act together’.  
• Continuing staff effort; 
• Council undertaking a local education campaign with hapū groups; 
• Ongoing dialogue with face-to-face meetings; 
• Local authorities need to show their sincerity by their actions; e.g., setting up a 
standing committee, e.g., ‘Te Manawhenua Forum Mo Matamata-Piako’; and 
• Local authorities need to be better prepared to facilitate effective participation, 
e.g., setting aside a realistic budget for meaningful consultation; appointing a 
liaison officer who has a vested interest in Māori development and holds mana 
in the community; and holding iwi forums/workshops. Such a position would 
require local authorities recruiting and retaining appropriate staff. A well-
resourced iwi liaison unit was seen as a valuable asset. 
 
It was suggested that a regional council led process to coordinate one forum/process 
throughout the region may simplify the process so that Māori organisations did not 
have to respond to several different processes, local authorities etc. It was suggested 
that this may enable more effective engagement with iwi at a higher/strategic level. 
 
7.3   Progress with Consultation 
 
Just over a third of local authorities had put in place processes for consulting with 
Māori (36%) while just over a quarter indicated that they were working at it (27.9%) 
(Table A7.2). One respondent commented that this was done as a matter of course and 
that the most successful ‘consultation’ occurred when council was invited to the 
marae to discuss an issue at hui. 
 
Council consultation with Māori organisations regarding identification of community 
outcomes had been completed by thirteen of the respondent local authorities (15.1%) 
(Table A7.3). Just on a third (32.6%) were either well underway or in the early stages 
of consulting while a quarter had not yet commenced (26.7%). Figure 7.1 shows the 
expected time of completion for this consultation.  
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Figure 7.1: Anticipated completion date for Council consultation with Māori 
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7.4   Comments Regarding Progress on Consultation with Māori to Date  
 
While a large number of respondents (66.3%) chose not to answer this question, those 
who did provided useful insights and comments (Table A7.5).  
 
The most frequent comment was regarding the different understandings of what the 
LGA means for Māori. One of the key issues for Māori was the ‘degree of 
partnership’ and whether or not they had a mandate for decision-making under the 
LGA. Some Māori organisations had gained the impression that the LGA gave them 
the right to be directly involved in decision-making. It was believed that Te Puni 
Kōkiri had fostered this view. Māori saw themselves as Treaty partners, not just 
another community group to be consulted. When a council did not have the same 
viewpoint, for example elected representatives having different views on the level of 
Māori involvement that was appropriate or worthwhile, the relationship between 
Māori and council could be impacted. Greater clarification was therefore needed on 
this aspect of the LGA. Also requiring clarification was to whether or not there was to 
be a parallel consultation process for Māori or a single ‘mainstream’ process that 
incorporated Māori. It appeared there were divergent views on this. 
 
Other issues that emerged were as listed below. 
 
• The fact that Māori engagement will take time and cannot necessarily be date 
defined. Local authorities may not therefore meet the time-line specified in the 
LGA for 2006 LTCCPs;  
• Local authorities need to identify processes appropriate for Māori to ensure 
that mana whenua and maata waka13 were effectively involved and then work 
to ensure engagement. For example a hui was seen as being more meaningful 
than council asking for written comments/submissions;  
• The issue of who claims to be mana whenua and the involvement and 
representation of urban Māori was also raised. It was commented that local iwi 
were far more aware of the LGA process and that the challenge was to engage 
Māori who are not local iwi. Many non-local/urban Māori did not see the 
importance or relevance of local government to their quality of life. As noted 
earlier, the question also arose as to whether or not urban Māori should be 
consulted and the issue of the use of the term ‘Māori’ in the LGA 2002; and   
• The Foreshore and Seabed Bill was considered to have hindered progress as it 
had tended to dominate. It was noted that some iwi groups currently had 
higher priorities than LGA engagement. 
 
 
                                                 
13 Maata waka: name of organisation of people or iwi who are not of Ngai Tahu descent. 
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Chapter 8 
 
Summary of Scoping Survey Findings 
 
 
The key findings from the scoping survey are summarised below. 
 
8.1   Policy Guidance and Information Provision for LTCCP Preparation 
 
 The Knowhow Guides 
 
• The Knowhow Guides were a useful starting point and general guide.  
• Limitations were the lack of detail/specificity and practical guidance on 
aspects of LTCCP plan preparation 
 
SOLGM/LGNZ seminars 
 
• The SOLGM/LGNZ seminar series was an adequate introduction to and guide 
to plan making under the LGA. 
• The limitations were the lack of detailed guidance and best practice guidance 
on aspects of LTCCP preparation. 
 
Need for additional guidance on LTCCP preparation 
 
• Half the respondents considered further information was needed. 
• The main areas where additional information was considered necessary were 
auditing requirements, best practice, and guidance on aspects of the outcomes 
process. 
• Audit NZ, SOLGM/LGNZ and other local authorities were identified as 
sources for advice, depending on the subject matter, e.g., Audit NZ for 
auditing requirements, other local authorities for best practice. 
 
Policy guidance on ‘Taking a sustainable development approach’ 
 
• Opinion was divided on need for policy guidance on ‘taking a sustainable 
development approach’ requirement in the Act. Some respondents considered 
it was for each local authority to determine within their particular context. 
Others considered central government should give guidance/direction. 
• Any policy guidance/direction should be developed in collaboration with local 
authorities. 
 
Adequacy of public information about the purpose of LTCCP 
 
• Local authorities were seen as having a role in providing public information 
on LTCCP. Local authorities could do this in conjunction with other agencies 
or by adapting information generated by central government. 
• Central government was seen by some respondents as having the 
responsibility as well as the resources to provide this public information. Local 
authorities did not necessarily have the required resources. 
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• A national awareness raising campaign was suggested to help increase public 
awareness. It would provide a consistent message and achieve greater 
economies of scale. 
 
8.2   Council Capability for 2006 LTCCP Preparation 
 
Strategy and timeline for preparing the 2006 LTCCP 
 
• The majority of local authorities had a strategy and timeline or were working 
on preparing a strategy and timeline for preparing the 2006 LTCCP, i.e., they 
had a plan for making their LTCCP plan. A very small number had not 
thought about preparing either a strategy or timeline.  
 
Enhancement of council capability 
 
• A majority of local authorities had taken steps to enhance their capability for 
the task of preparing LTCCPs. 
• A majority of local authorities had developed or were developing ‘whole of 
council’ procedures to coordinate the input of different council departments 
for preparing the 2006 LTCCP. A very small number, all from relatively small 
local authorities, considered it unnecessary. 
• Restructuring had occurred in a third of local authorities in the previous year 
(October 2003-4) while other local authorities had restructured prior to that. 
The LGA was not the sole reason for restructuring. Staffing shortages and an 
increased workload were two reasons given. 
• Two-thirds of local authorities were expecting existing staff to assume at least 
some of the work involved in LTCCP preparation. Other methods would also 
be used to meet staffing needs, e.g., part-time/temporary staff, consultants, or 
working collaboratively with other local authorities. 
• Over half the local authorities had staff dedicated primarily to LTCCP 
preparation. There was no correlation between local authority size and the 
number of staff dedicated primarily, or in a subsidiary role, to LTCCP 
preparation.  
• The number of staff involved in a subsidiary role (i.e., <10% FTE) varied 
significantly. The figures and the comments made by some respondents would 
suggest that two-thirds of local authorities are utilising staff from across 
council.  
• Only a third of local authorities were redeploying staff, mainly from RMA, 
Finance, Corporate Policy and Asset Management, to the task of preparing the 
2006 LTCCP. The remainder were utilising staff from across council as and 
when required. Some local authorities were utilising a team approach.  
• Local authorities may or may not have specifically budgeted for the various 
components of LTCCP preparation in their Annual Budget. The amount given 
by respondents did not necessarily portray the full cost. In some instances 
considerable sums of money were allocated to LTCCP relative to the 
population size.  
• The majority of councillors had voted via the Annual Budget, to provide the 
level of funding requested by staff for LTCCP preparation. 
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Implementation of the LTCCP provisions of the LGA 
 
• Just under a third of local authorities have found implementation of the LGA’s 
provisions difficult or very difficult. 
• The five main areas of difficulty were: resources to undertake the task; 
direction and guidance; meaning and interpretation of the LGA provisions; 
council culture and capability; and community awareness and buy-in.  
 
8.3  Identifying Community Outcomes and Developing Monitoring and 
Reporting Frameworks for the 2006 LTCCP 
 
All respondent local authorities were making progress in either both or one of these 
two areas. Progress varied and appeared unrelated to council type or population size. 
 
Identification of outcomes desired by communities  
 
• All respondent local authorities had begun developing a process for 
identifying desired community outcomes. 
• Local authorities had made significant progress towards identifying the 
government departments, agencies and Māori and non-Māori organisations 
capable of influencing the identification or promotion of community 
outcomes.  
• Just under half the respondent local authorities had secured agreement with all 
government departments, agencies, organisations and groups to their intended 
community outcomes process. 
• Under a third of local authorities had secured agreement with parties to the 
relationship of the community well-being outcomes (CWOs) process to 
existing and related plans. 
• The most frequently used methods for encouraging public participation in the 
process were workshops, public meetings, websites, various media, focus 
groups and forums.  
• Some local authorities had used or planned to use innovative approaches in an 
endeavour to enhance community engagement. 
• A small number of local authorities had completed CWO identification. They 
had tended to rely on prior work, which they planned to update or fine-tune. 
• Over a quarter of local authorities had not started consultation (at October 
2004) and a third of local authorities intended completing consultation in 
2005.  
• A number of issues and difficulties had emerged with respect to consultation, 
particularly in the area of community engagement, councillor response to the 
outcomes, and timing. 
• The Auckland local government arrangement generated issues and difficulties 
unique to that region. However, some of the Auckland initiatives may have 
applicability in other areas given the survey responses, e.g., combined 
consultation for a range of documents in order to address public confusion and 
the varying time-frames. 
• Local authorities had learnt that: communities need to be informed in order to 
contribute meaningfully; the process needs to be strategic; quality results are 
preferable to quantity; joint consultation can reduce public confusion and 
criticism as well as cost; coordination of consultation across a range of 
documents is desirable; consultation raises expectations and therefore needs to 
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be taken into account in decision-making if the process is to retain credibility 
with the public. 
 
Collaboration amongst local authorities 
 
• Some local authorities were working with a number of other local authorities 
and endeavouring to integrate a range of documents. Others were ‘going it 
alone’ either due to their location or tensions between local authorities. 
• Some district/city councils were collaborating with a number of territorial 
local authorities (TLAs) as well one or more regional councils. Despite this 
complexity, collaboration was occurring. Regional collaborative networks 
appeared to be a useful tool in some areas. 
• The greatest tension or concern between TLAs was the timing of CWO 
identification processes followed by the disparity between TLAs in terms of 
capability. Different understandings and interpretations of the LGA and 
government department/agency boundaries were also of concern. 
• Regional councils were seeking to work with a number of local authorities that 
may all be at varying stages in plan preparation. A lack of consensus as to the 
role of regional councils had generated some tension between some regional 
councils and TLAs.  
• The areas of greatest tension between regions and TLAs were the role of 
regions and whether or not there were regional outcomes, plus historic 
tensions. 
• There was no correlation between the number of regional councils/TLAs that a 
council had to work with and tension between these organisations.  
• Collaboration, regardless of the type of local authority, may give rise to some 
issues and tensions. These may or may not be able to be resolved at staff level. 
Political (at CE/Councillor level) involvement/approval may be necessary so 
that staff can work collaboratively with other groups. Even where process 
problems are overcome, historic tensions and parochialism may continue to 
thwart collaboration.  
 
Collaboration with government departments/agencies, Māori and Non–Māori 
organisations and groups 
 
• A majority of local authorities are collaborating with all of the above 
stakeholder groups. However, the sheer number of potential stakeholders 
introduced issues of feasibility and manageability. For example, there are 
100+ government departments/agencies, plus potentially thousands of 
organisations and groups. 
• Issues and tensions with respect to government departments exist, particularly 
in the area of commitment to the process, different jurisdictions or boundaries, 
contact points/persons, capacity to contribute, role perception, conflict 
between the different priority levels, ability to respond at the local level, and 
different planning timeframes. 
• Collaboration with non-Māori organisations and groups was impacted by their 
capacity to participate, in terms of resources. 
• The process potentially raised expectations that may not be realistic. 
• There was limited understanding of the process. 
• The main issue when seeking to collaborate with Māori organisations and 
groups was their capacity to contribute in terms of time and personnel, as well 
as other priorities within that sector. 
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• Concern was raised at the appropriateness of the use of the term Māori and 
how to respond to and acknowledge urban Māori, particularly non-local iwi. 
 
Prioritisation of outcomes 
 
• Local authorities were divided as to whether or not CWO should be prioritised 
and the role of the community in this process. Some respondents were unsure 
whether they needed to prioritise and the role of the community in this while 
others had prioritised or were going to do so with or without community input. 
• A number of respondents questioned how outcomes could be prioritised given 
that councils are required to make progress along all four dimensions of 
sustainable development. 
• Those in favour of prioritisation were of the view that it was imperative to do 
so in order to guide council decisions. 
 
Developing a framework for monitoring progress by the community in achieving 
community outcomes 
 
• Just over half of the local authorities were working on monitoring and 
reporting procedures. A number of local authorities are utilising existing 
monitoring and reporting frameworks and expanding on these. Others are 
collaborating on this.  
• Monitoring and reporting is viewed as one of the more difficult/complex if not 
the most difficult part of LTCCP. 
• The majority of local authorities had yet to reach agreement with organisations 
and groups as to procedures to monitor and report progress towards 
community outcomes. Some guidance as to the form and implications of such 
an agreement would be useful. 
 
8.4  Perceived Role of Central Government Departments and Agencies in 
the Community Outcomes Process 
 
Central government’s role 
 
• Central government was seen to be taking a variety of roles in the CWO 
process ranging from facilitator and active participant to passive stakeholder. 
• Respondents were divided as to what role central government should take in 
the CWO process. Some considered community outcomes were for the 
community to decide and central government had no part in that. Others 
considered central government should be involved on account of their service 
delivery roles. 
• The main concerns about central government were its capacity to participate 
and contribute; and its lack of commitment or buy-in to the process. A lack of 
budget commitment to LTCCP work and the fact that it was not one of the 
tasks against which a department/agency was required to report, were taken as 
signs that LTCCP were not a high priority for central government. 
• Challenges were the sheer number of departments and agencies; boundary 
differences between TLAs, and departments; between departments and 
agencies themselves; inter-departmental/agency tensions; and the varying 
degrees of departmental autonomy. 
• There is a certain amount of scepticism about the reason and usefulness of 
government involvement. 
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• Those who considered government should be involved suggested that central 
government Ministers/Cabinet should give more direction regarding 
departmental/agency involvement. 
 
Suggestions for improving involvement of individual government departments in 
CWO process 
 
• There needs to be a whole of government approach, with a clear lead agency, 
clarification of who are the contact staff in each region, and possibly the 
formation of inter-agency groups so as to enhance central government 
activities and programmes. 
• Greater accountability is required of government departments/agencies in 
terms of management for achieving departmental/agency and LTCCP 
outcomes. 
• The strategic planning of departments/agencies needs to be re-orientated to 
align with desired community outcomes. 
• Central government needs to support local authorities by providing resources 
and developing working relationships. 
• Greater flexibility in funding arrangements is required so as to allow 
collaborative approaches. 
 
8.5  Perceived Role of Non-Māori Organisations and Groups in the 
Identification of Community Outcomes 
 
Progress 
 
• Councils are making progress with community engagement but it is variable. 
 
Views regarding capacity and commitment of non-Māori organisations and groups 
to participate in LTCCP process 
 
• Capacity of non-Māori organisations and groups varied, depending on the 
characteristics of the area, the focus groups and the information provided by 
local authorities. Their levels of expertise and understanding of the LTCCP 
process also varied. 
• Organisation staff and volunteers are very busy, and therefore tend to focus 
only on their organisations particular interests. 
• Commitment to the community outcomes process can be adversely impacted 
by lack of capacity. 
• Main concerns were: their capacity to participate; securing engagement; level 
of understanding; raised, possibly unrealistic, expectations; and 
representativeness. 
• Possible ways of enhancing the ability of these groups to participate were: 
capacity building, improving council processes and building relationships. 
 
8.6  Role of Māori in Governance and Identification of  
Community Outcomes 
 
Involvement of Māori 
• A majority of local authorities were working on establishing processes for 
Māori to contribute to council decision-making processes. They had also 
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considered ways of fostering Māori capacity and had provided information for 
this purpose. A small number were yet to do this. 
• In some areas there were no issues or concerns regarding the role of Māori.  
• In other areas a number of issues or concerns had arisen. The main ones were 
the lack of capacity of Māori for their role, in terms of resources and 
understanding; political acceptance of the role of Māori within local 
authorities; divisions within the Māori community; Māori understanding and 
expectations of the LGA; the desirability of providing mechanisms for 
engaging non-local ‘Māori’ and other foci. 
• Suggested ways to address these issues were: at council level, developing 
relationships and building trust; having collaboratively determined 
strategy/programmes; developing appropriate consultation programmes; and 
central government clarification as to the role of Māori as well as funding and 
support. 
• Consultation with Māori cannot necessarily be date-defined, and has been 
limited.  
 
8.7   Additional Comments by Respondents14 
 
• Greater guidance was required from both central government and from within 
the industry, i.e., best practice guidelines, workshops, templates, and common 
indicators, in order to capitalise on the commonality that exists across New 
Zealand and avoid local authorities using resources to ‘reinvent the wheel’. 
• The capacity of local authorities to implement any proposed new legislation 
needs to be taken into account by central government when drafting 
legislation. 
• Central government should consider granting funding assistance to local 
authorities when it devolves responsibility to them. 
• There should be an equal obligation/requirement on central government as 
there is on local authorities, e.g., to work with local government. 
• The LGA will impact on council operations, potentially slowing down 
decision-making and increasing costs. 
• Long term strategic planning was seen as difficult, given the provisions of the 
LGA and the RMA. Relationships with other legislation, e.g., RMA, and 
initiatives, such as the ‘Sustainable Cities’ programme, need to be clarified. 
                                                 
14  The final section of the survey provided an opportunity for respondents to make any general 
observations pertinent to the LTCCP provisions of the LGA. 
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Chapter 9 
 
Concluding Comments 
 
 
It is premature to assess how well the LTCCP provisions of the LGA are being 
implemented. Nor was this scoping survey purposely designed with this objective in 
mind. Bearing in mind these provisos, the scoping survey findings do raise a number 
of issues that may possibly impinge on the effectiveness of the LTCCP provisions of 
the LGA. 
 
Overall, local authorities are endeavoring to come to grips with their new 
responsibilities under the LGA. For many, this is proving a challenge.  The key 
finding is that there are differences amongst local authorities in their understanding 
and interpretation of the legislation and its implementation with respect to the 2006 
LTCCPs. However, there are no discernable patterns, either in terms of type or 
population size of local authorities. Overall, it is too early to draw general 
conclusions. The picture presented is more like the LTCCP process itself: complex 
and in need of clarity in some areas, as discussed below. Several of these concerns 
mirror the findings of the earlier PUCM research on the implementation of the 
Resource Management Act as a cooperative, devolved planning mandate (Borrie, et 
al., 2004; Ericksen, et al., 2001; Ericksen, et al., 2003). 
    
Policy Guidance and information 
 
Local authorities need policy guidance and information in order to fulfil their 
obligations under the LGA. This reflects the perception that LTCCP preparation is a 
complex and demanding set of tasks. The preferred source of this guidance was best 
practice from other local authorities.  Many respondents felt further assistance would 
be helpful in many aspects the LTCCP process, and sooner rather than later. Sharing 
lessons learnt from the first round of LTCCP preparation in a reflective manner would 
therefore be beneficial. 
 
Capability and commitment of local government 
 
Local authorities have, in various ways, sought to enhance their capability 
(commitment and capacity) for LTCCP preparation and are making progress in this 
task despite the considerable demand this places on council resources, both financial 
and staffing.  
 
The Government does need, however, to recognise the considerable difference in 
capacity and commitment among local authorities. It should ensure that local 
authorities have the requisite capability to implement the demanding mandate that it 
has devolved on to local government. This is imperative if local authorities are to 
effectively exercise powers of general competence to enable communities make 
progress towards achievement of community well-being outcomes. The Government 
also needs to recognise that the cost of the LTCCP exercise may adversely influence 
the commitment of local government to the LTCCP process.  
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While a number of local authorities are well advanced in LTCCP preparation, it is 
apparent from the survey findings that some may well struggle to meet the 2006 
deadline, or if they do intend to meet it, may have to limit the amount of effort put 
into the LTCCP.  
 
Local authorities are working to develop a strategy for long-term strategic planning 
and many can see, or have already seen, its value. This ‘long-term’ approach is 
requiring a change of thinking within local authorities as well as the development of 
relationships across the various departments within local authorities.  
 
Capability and commitment of central government agencies 
 
There is no consensus among local authorities as to what role government 
departments and agencies should have in the community outcomes formulation 
process. Some local authorities do not see them having a role, while others expect 
them to be significantly and actively involved. In addition, departments and agencies 
themselves perceive their roles differently and are responding variably. Thus, central 
government involvement varies across departments and agencies as well as across the 
country within the same department. A significant concern for local authorities is that 
there is no formal requirement for central government departments and agencies to 
participate in the LTCCP process. Unlike local government, central government is not 
required to formally accord recognition to community well-being outcomes in its 
planning or decision-making. This is a cause for skepticism within the local 
government sector about the motives of the Government.  
 
A related concern is adequacy of funding for central government departments to 
contribute to the LTCCP process. Respondent comments suggest that some 
departments may not be adequately funded to meaningfully contribute to the LTCCP 
process. As was the case with the RMA over ten years ago, it is imperative that 
central government should adequately fund its departments and agencies to engage 
with local authorities under devolved and co-operative planning mandates (Ericksen, 
et al., 2001; Ericksen, et al., 2003). 
 
Relationship to other plans 
 
The relationship between LTCCPs as strategic planning instruments and other 
statutory planning instruments, such as RMA planning instruments, lacks clarity. 
Little progress has been made in reaching agreement as to how the LTCCP process 
relates to existing related statutory and non-statutory plans. This may impact 
adversely on making progress towards achievement of community well-being 
outcomes. 
 
Good governance 
 
A key purpose of the LGA is to promote good governance by facilitating engagement 
and partnership between the civil sector (including the private sector) and central and 
local government sector. Local government is accorded a pivotal role in developing 
these relationships within the framework of the LTCCP process under the LGA. Local 
authorities have, to a greater or lesser degree, sought to engage with various sectors. 
However, the enormity of this task poses a major challenge for local authorities in 
terms of their capacity and commitment. It also poses a major challenge for civil 
sector organisations and groups in terms of their commitment and capacity. 
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Many local authorities are uncertain whether or not community well-being outcomes 
should be prioritised and whether communities will be involved in this process.  This 
issue needs clarification. One of the purposes of identifying community outcomes is 
to inform and guide the setting of priorities in relation to the activities of the local 
authority and other organisations15.  For that reason, an assessment of the importance 
placed on various outcomes by the community would appear necessary.  This would 
also be necessary necessary to enable councils to monitor and report on the progress 
by communities towards achieving community outcomes for the district or region16.  
 
Ensuring meaningful and representative civil sector engagement in the community 
outcomes process is recognised as an issue by local authorities. Many are using, or 
intending to use, a wide range of methods to consult the public.  It is unclear, 
however, how successful these methods will be in ensuring that meaningful and 
representative engagement occurs as this depends, to some extent, on public buy-in to 
the process.  It is questionable if non-Māori and Māori organisations and groups will 
have the capability to respond to local authorities requests for information and 
involvement within the time frame for preparation of 2006 LTCCPs. 
 
Non-Māori organisations and groups can have limited capacity as well as narrow foci 
when collaborating with local authorities. The sheer number of such organisations and 
groups can make engagement difficult. 
 
Despite the provisions of the LGA, there is some uncertainty as to the role of Māori 
and the Treaty implications of the LGA. Māori organisations and groups are seen as 
having limited capacity to participate in collaboration. The level of engagement 
considered appropriate, e.g., political or staff level, internal divisions within 
Māoridom, the use of the term ‘Māori’ within the LGA, as well as ongoing Treaty 
issues and the Foreshore and Seabed legislation, have made collaboration difficult for 
some local authorities. 
 
For regional councils the consultation task is even more complex. Their geographical 
spread, perceived limited focus, and fact that TLAs may have already consulted the 
community, present a challenge when seeking to engage. 
 
Collaboration is occurring between regional and district councils and among district 
councils throughout the country. Joint consultation by groups of TLAs or a group of 
regional and district/city councils was seen as beneficial from a cost-effective 
perspective. However, it is also presenting challenges. The main ones are: resources, 
areas of jurisdiction, scale, and relationships. Historic and political tensions and 
parochialism are more likely to thwart collaboration than the sheer number of local 
authorities involved. Where there is the political and staff will, good working 
relationships can develop and useful collaboration can occur. The timetabling of the 
various LTCCP processes and different local authority capabilities has impacted the 
extent to which collaboration occurs. There is a section of local government that is 
questioning the relevance of and need for regional outcomes. This is undermining 
efforts by regional councils to foster collaboration.  These tensions under the current 
LTCCP process are not unlike those experienced in the 1990s with plan-making under 
the RMA. 
                                                 
15  S.91 Local Government Act 2002. 
16  S.92 Local Government Act 2002. 
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As noted earlier, local authorities are collaborating with government departments and 
agencies. However, there are concerns about the level of commitment within central 
government and a certain amount of skepticism as to the impact, if any, of LTCCP on 
central government’s planning and expenditure. 
 
Developing a monitoring and reporting framework 
 
Many local authorities have begun work on this, in some instances in conjunction 
with other local authorities. Other local authorities are waiting until the community 
has identified its desired outcomes. A majority of local authorities see developing 
monitoring and reporting frameworks for desired community well-being outcomes as 
a difficult task. Further central government assistance with aspects of this task would 
be beneficial. 
 
Very few agreements have been reached between local authorities and various 
stakeholders as to the procedures to be used to monitor and report on community 
progress towards achieving outcomes. The long-term implications of such agreements 
are unclear and should be clarified. 
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Appendices 
 
 
Chapter 2 
 
Table A2.1: Knowhow Guides as an introduction to LGA 
 
Response Categories No. % 
More than adequate 26 30.2 
Adequate 39 45.3 
Neither adequate nor inadequate 5 5.8 
Inadequate 0 0.0 
Very inadequate 0 0.0 
Don't know 1 1.2 
Chose not to answer  15 17.4 
Not applicable  0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 99.9 
 
 
Table A2.2: Knowhow Guides as a guide for LTCCP plan-making 
 
Response Categories No. % 
More than adequate 7 8.1 
Adequate 36 41.9 
Neither adequate nor inadequate 17 19.8 
Inadequate 8 9.3 
Very inadequate 0 0.0 
Don't know 2 2.3 
Chose not to answer 16 18.6 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
 
 
Table A2.3: SOLGM/LGNZ seminar series as introduction to LGA 
 
Response No. % 
More than adequate 18 20.9 
Adequate 33 38.4 
Neither adequate nor inadequate 7 8.1 
Inadequate 4 4.7 
Very inadequate 0 0.0 
Don't know 6 7.0 
Chose not to answer 18 20.9 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
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Table A2.4: SOLGM/LGNZ seminar series as guide for LTCCP plan-making 
 
Response Categories No. % 
More than adequate 7 8.1 
Adequate 28 32.6 
Neither adequate nor inadequate 15 17.4 
Inadequate 12  14.0 
Very inadequate 0 0.0 
Don't know 6  7.0 
Chose not to answer 18 20.9 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
 
 
Table A2.5: Reasons SOLGM/LGNZ seminars were inadequate  
(response may give more than one reason) 
 
Response Categories No. 
Very basic/low level information 5 
Theoretical, not practical enough 4 
Needed to be more specific 3 
Needed more case studies 2 
Raised issues, but were not resolved 2 
Repeated existing material 1 
Timing − too late 1 
City/large councils tended to high-jack seminars 1 
Some presentations of poor quality 1 
Chose not to answer 16 
 
 
Table A2.6: Additional guidance on LTCCP preparation is needed 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Yes 43 50.0 
No 23 26.7 
Don't know 4 4.6 
Chose not to answer 16 18.6 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
 
 
Table A2.7: Source of guidance  
(response may give more than one source) 
 
Response Categories No. 
Office of Auditor General 3 
DIA 4 
Central government 3 
LGNZ/SOLGM 7 
Other councils − best practice 3 
Audit NZ 16 
Chose not to answer 46 
Not applicable 18 
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Table A2.8: Provision of information to the public 
 
Response Categories No. % 
More than adequate 3 3.5 
Adequate 21 24.4 
Neither adequate or inadequate 13 15.1 
Inadequate 25 29.1 
Very inadequate 6 7.0 
Don't know 2 2.3 
Chose not to answer  16 18.6 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
 
 
Chapter 3 
 
Table A3.1: Council formulation of strategy or framework for preparing 2006 LTCCP 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Strategy already prepared 17 19.7 
Strategy preparation in progress 32 37.2 
Strategy preparation just commenced 12 13.9 
Intend to prepare strategy 8 9.3 
Haven't thought about it yet 3 3.4 
Strategy not needed 0 0 
Don't know 0 0 
 
 
Table A3.2: Council position progress on developing a 'whole of council approach' 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Procedures already in place 35 40.7 
Working on developing procedures 24 27.9 
Intend to prepare procedures 9 10.4 
Haven't thought about it 1 1.1 
Procedures not needed 4 4.6 
Don't know 0 0.0 
Chose not to answer 13 15.1 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 100 
 
 
Table A3.3: Staff restructuring in past 12 months  
in order to implement LTCCP provisions of LGA 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Yes 29 33.7 
No 44 51.2 
Don't know 0 0 
Chose not to answer 13 15.1 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
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Table A3.4: How councils expect to meet staffing resources needed  
for 2006 LTCCP preparation (response may give more than one area) 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Will be/have been assumed by existing staff 60 69.8 
Will/have redeployed existing staff 10 11.6 
Will employ new fulltime staff 10 11.6 
Will employ part-time/contract staff 10 11.6 
Will engage consultants 18 20.9 
Other 9 10.5 
Don't know 1 1.2 
Chose not to answer 26 30.2 
Not applicable 0 0 
 
 
Table A3.5: Other ways of meeting staff resourcing 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Have employed new staff 4 4.7 
Work collaboratively with other councils to fund 3 3.5 
Use resources of other councils 0 0.0 
Contract other councils 1 1.2 
Not sure 1 1.2 
Chose not to answer 16 18.6 
Not applicable 61 70.9 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
 
 
Table A3.6: Redeployment of council staff from other tasks  
to support 2006 LTCCP preparation 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Yes 26 30.2 
No, not redeploying 39 45.3 
Don't know 7 8.1 
Chose not to answer  14 16.3 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
 
 
Table A3.7: LTCCP preparation budgeted for in 2004/5 council annual plan budget 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Council identified amount in Annual Plan Budget 56 65.1 
Don't know 8 9.3 
Other 7 8.1 
Chose not to answer 15 17.4 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
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Table A3.8: Amount of money budgeted for LTCCP preparation  
in 2004/5 council annual plan budget 
 
Amount in $ No. 
0- Nothing set in budget 5 
1-9,999 0 
10,000-24,999 8 
25,000-49,999 9 
50,000-74,999 8 
75,000-99,999 3 
100,000-149,999 9 
150,000-199,999 4 
200,000-249,999 2 
250,000-299,999 1 
300,000-399,999 1 
400,000-499,999 0 
500,000-599,999 1 
600,000+ 4 
Chose not to answer 17 
Not applicable 14 
TOTAL 86 
 
 
Table A3.9: Amount staff requested for LTCCP  
in draft 2004/5 annual budget was approved 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Yes, amount approved as requested 52 60.5 
Amount increased 4 4.7 
Amount decreased 9 10.5 
Don't know 2 2.3 
Chose not to answer 16 18.6 
Not applicable 3 3.5 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
 
 
Table A3.10: Reason for increase/decrease 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Decreased e.g. due to budget constraints 7 8.1 
Increased due to workload 1 1.2 
Increased to meet costs e.g. publicity, consultation 3 3.5 
Neither: staff to absorb workload 1 1.2 
Reallocated to community outcomes 1 1.2 
Chose not to answer 19 22.1 
Not applicable 54 62.8 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
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Table A3.11: How easy or difficult councils have found implementation  
of LTCCP provisions of LGA so far 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Very easy 2 2.3 
Easy 7 8.1 
Neither easy nor difficult 32 37.2 
Difficult 25 29.1 
Very difficult 2 2.3 
Don't know 1 1.2 
Chose not to answer 17 19.8 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
 
 
 
Chapter 4 
 
Table A4:1: Progress to date on community consultation  
to identify community outcomes for 2006 LTCCP 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Consultation completed 12 14.0 
Consultation well underway 11 12.8 
Consultation in early stages 20 23.3 
Consultation hasn't commenced yet 24 27.9 
Other 2 2.3 
Don't know 2 2.3 
Chose not to answer 15 17.4 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
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Table A4.2: Comments regarding community consultation progress to date  
(response may give more than one area) 
 
Response Categories No. 
Gone well-good response and feedback 6 
Prior consultation useful; further consultation possibly unnecessary 4 
Difficulty in engaging community 4 
Working to co-ordinate consultation, e.g., LTCCP & RPS/DP & RLTS 4 
Outcomes determined collectively (i.e., group of councils) 4 
Lack of community understanding 2 
Danger of over consultation, community burnout 2 
Potential confusion caused by regional and TLA consultation 1 
Community confusion at consultation so soon after 2004 LTCCP 2 
Information needs for consultation 3 
Lack of councillor buy-in/support 1 
Potential dominance of interest groups 2 
Determined, yet to be prioritised 2 
Multiple community plans underway 2 
Joint consultation 2 
Staged process 2 
Process changed from that of initial consultation 1 
Slower progress than expected 1 
Pilot study 1 
Easy to consult 1 
Steering/planning group within council 1 
Using qualitative techniques 1 
Waiting until elections − councillor support 1 
Range of processes being used 1 
Some central government departments/agencies are supportive 1 
Delayed due to natural disaster 1 
Difficulty reaching consensus 1 
Raises community expectations 1 
Buy-in from central government 0 
Chose not to answer 38 
Not applicable 8 
 
 
Table A4.3: Numbers of TLAs within regional council boundaries 
 
Response Categories No. 
One TLA 0 
Two TLAs 0 
Three TLAs 3 
Four TLAs 1 
Five TLAs 1 
Six TLAs 0 
Seven TLAs 1 
Eight TLAs 1 
Nine TLAs 0 
Ten TLAs 0 
Eleven TLAs 1 
Twelve TLAs 1 
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Table A4.4: Number of regional council collaborating with TLAs within their region 
 
Response Categories No. 
Yes, all 7 
Yes, some 1 
No 1 
Don't know 0 
Chose not to answer 2 
Not applicable 0 
 
 
Table A4.5: Number of adjoining TLAs with which a council is collaborating 
 
Response Categories No. 
Collaborating with 1 council 2 
Collaborating with 2 councils 9 
Collaborating with 3 councils 5 
Collaborating with 4 councils    2 
Collaborating with 5 councils 0 
Collaborating with 6 councils 3 
Collaborating with 7 councils 1 
Collaborating with 8 councils 1 
Collaborating with 9 councils 0 
Collaborating with 10 councils 0 
Collaborating with 11 councils 0 
Collaborating with 12 councils 1 
Collaborating with 13 councils 1 
Chose not to answer 36 
Not applicable 25 
TOTAL 86 
 
 
Table A4.6: Number of regional councils having jurisdiction within a district 
 
Response Categories No. 
% of 
TLA 
One regional council has jurisdiction within TLA district  54 77.1 
Two regional councils have jurisdiction within TLA district 4 5.7 
Three regional councils have jurisdiction within TLA district 0 0.0 
Four regional councils have jurisdiction within TLA district 1 1.4 
 
 
Table A4.7: TLA collaboration with first regional council 
 
Response Categories No. 
% of 
TLA 
Yes, collaborating 50 71.4 
No, not collaborating 7 10.0 
 
 
 
 85
Table A4.8: TLA collaboration with second regional council 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Yes, collaborating 3 4.3 
No, not collaborating 3 4.3 
 
 
Table A4.9: Issues/tensions/concerns that have emerged when collaborating with 
government departments and agencies (response may give more than one area) 
 
Response Categories No. 
Understanding, e.g., of community outcomes process 7 
Different perception of role 8 
Different jurisdictions/boundaries 12 
Their capacity to participate, e.g., overloaded 5 
Resourcing, e.g., lack of funds 10 
Selection, e.g., who, how to find, at what level (reg/national) 7 
Tensions between local and national priorities 6 
Time constraints, e.g., different time frames; response times 5 
Commitment to process 15 
Lack of autonomy/flexibility of government department/agency 5 
Information issues, e.g., data availability/ transfer/storage 5 
Tensions between central govt. departments/agencies 1 
Inter-Māori politics 0 
Manageability 2 
No concerns  4 
Different planning processes 1 
Common views 2 
Not listening to local 1 
Not looking at core issues 1 
No provision in LGA for collaborative action plans 1 
Chose not to answer 28 
Not applicable 10 
 
 
Table A4.10: Councils that expect communities to prioritise community outcomes  
once they are developed 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Yes 44 51.1 
No 15 17.4 
Don't know/unsure 11 12.7 
Chose not to answer 16 18.6 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 99.8 
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Table A4.11: Work undertaken by council towards developing a framework for 
monitoring and reporting on community progress towards  
achieving community outcomes 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Yes 44 51.2 
No 27 31.4 
Don't know 0 0.0 
Chose not to answer 15 17.4 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
 
 
Table A4.12: Council agreements with organisations and groups for procedures  
to monitor and report progress towards community outcomes 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Yes, with all 4 4.7 
Yes, with some 14 16.3 
None so far 50 58.1 
Don't know 2 2.3 
Chose not to answer 16 18.6 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
 
 
 
Chapter 5 
 
Table A5.1: Any issues or concerns with respect to government's role  
in community outcomes process 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Yes, there are issues or concerns 42 48.8 
No issues or concerns 18 20.9 
Chose not to answer 23 26.7 
Not applicable 3 3.0 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
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Table A5.2: Suggestions as to how to address these issues or concerns  
(response may give more than one area) 
 
Response Categories No. 
Develop relationships, networks, e.g., regional forum 6 
Govt. increase awareness/foster shared expectations of process 5 
No suggestions 5 
Resourcing for collaborative approaches 4 
Collaboration; negotiation & dialogue 4 
Government directive on importance of engaging 3 
Central/nationally coordinated comment/input for all of Government 3 
Central government being aware of issues 'on the ground', esp. policy 
advisors 2 
More flexible purchasing approaches 2 
Specific person/role that relates to a local area 2 
More focus on management for outcomes, greater accountability of Govt. 2 
Re-orientate strategic planning 1 
Build community outcomes into business plans 1 
Identify only key agencies rather than all agencies 1 
Ignore them, until the community decides on its desired outcomes 1 
More local autonomy 1 
Have lower expectations /be realistic, e.g., aim for 2012 1 
Reform LGA − require audit of TLA's performance, not the process 1 
Not Council's task 1 
Chose not to answer 40 
Not applicable 13 
TOTAL 99 
 
 
Table A5.3: Government departments that are  
either mildly supportive or strongly proactive 
 
Department Supportive Proactive
Chose 
not to 
rank Total 
1. ACC 4 0 0 4 
2. Audit NZ 2 0 0 2 
3. CEE 1 0 0 1 
4. CYPS 8 3 2 13 
5. Department of Corrections 2 1 0 3 
6. Creative NZ 1 0 0 1 
7. Crown Public Health/ CPH 2 2 0 4 
8. Dept. of Labour 3 0 0 3 
9. DHB 8 15 3 26 
10. DIA 11 6 3 20 
11. DOC 20 3 2 25 
12. Interdept. Group (DPMC) 0 0 1 1 
13. EECA 1 1 1 3 
14. ERO 1 0 0 1 
15. Historic Places Trust 0 2 0 2 
16. Housing 6 7 1 14 
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17. Human Rights Commissions 0 1 0 1 
18. IRD 2 1 0 3 
19. Justice 1 0 0 1 
20. Landcare Research 1 0 0 1 
21. LTSA 1 10 2 13 
22. LINZ 1 0 0 1 
23. MAF 2 0 0 2 
24. Marine Safety Authority 1 0 0 1 
25. M. of Culture & Heritage 2 1 1 4 
26. M. of Defence 0 1 0 1 
27. M. of Economic Development 3 1 0 4 
28. M. of Education 13 3 3 19 
29. M. of Fisheries 2 0 1 3 
30. M. Pacific Island Affairs 3 4 0 7 
31. M. Social Development 6 27 2 35 
32. M. of Women’s' Affairs 0 1 0 1 
33. M. for Environment. 10 0 1 11 
34. MOT 2 0 0 2 
35. NZ Trade & Enterprise 1 1 1 3 
36. NZ Free Service 4 1 0 5 
37. NMIT (ex Polytechnic) 1 0 0 1 
38. Office of Ethnic Affairs 1 0 0 1 
39. Police 14 8 5 27 
40. SPARC 2 1 0 3 
41. Stats NZ 0 3 0 3 
42. Sustainable Cities 0 1 0 1 
43. TEC/Skill NZ  1 2 0 3 
44. TE Papa National Services 1 0 0 1 
45. Te Puni Kokiri 16 1 2 19 
46. Toi Te Ora 1 2 1 4 
47. Transit 3 4 0 7 
48. Transfund 0 3 0 3 
49. Universities 0 2 0 2 
50. WINZ 2 10 1 13 
51. Federated Farmers 1 0 1 2 
52. LGNZ 0 1 0 1 
53. Sport Waikato 0 1 0 1 
54. Pinnacle 1 0 0 1 
55. Local tribes 0 1 0 1 
56. M. of Civil Defence 1 0 0 1 
57.  F & CS 0 1 0 1 
58. Te Arawa Maori Trust Board 1 0 2 3 
59. Wairiki Polytechnic 1 0 1 2 
60. Sport BOP 1 0 0 1 
61. Waiariki Maori Women’s   
      Welfare League 1 0 1 2 
62. Chamber of Commerce 1 0 0 1 
63. Te Wananga O Aotearoa 1 0 0 1 
64. Industry NZ 2 3  5 
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Chapter 6 
 
Table A6.1: Intended date of completion of engagement  
with non-Māori organisations/groups 
 
Month/year No. 
Completed 1 
November 2004 0 
December 2004 1 
January 2005 0 
February 2005 1 
March 2005 3 
April 2005 2 
May 2005 3 
June 2005 6 
July 2005 1 
August 2005 2 
September 2005 5 
October 2005 3 
November 2005 0 
December 2005 1 
January 2006 0 
February 2006 0 
March 2006 1 
April 2006 1 
May 2006 0 
June 2006 0 
July 2006 0 
Chose not to answer 51 
Not applicable 4 
TOTAL 86 
 
 
Table A6.2: In general, non-Māori organisations and groups have  
the necessary capacity to participate in LTCCP process 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Strongly agree 1 1.2 
Agree 21 24.4 
Neither agree nor disagree 16 18.6 
Disagree 13 15.1 
Strongly disagree 5 5.8 
Don't know 5 5.8 
Other 2 2.3 
Chose not to answer 24 27.9 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 87 101.2 
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Table A6.3: In general, non-Māori organisations and groups have the necessary 
commitment to participate in LTCCP process 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Strongly agree 3 3.5 
Agree 21 24.4 
Neither agree nor disagree 22 25.6 
Disagree 5 5.8 
Strongly disagree 2 2.3 
Don't know 6 7.0 
Other 3 3.5 
Chose not to answer 24 27.9 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 100 
 
 
Table A6.4: Issues or concerns regarding these groups involvement 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Yes 29 33.7 
No 24 27.9 
Don't know 6 7.0 
Chose not to answer 27 31.4 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
 
 
Table A6.5: Suggestions on how to address those concerns or concerns  
(response may give more than one area) 
 
Response Categories No. 
Capacity building 6 
Additional financial resources 5 
Improve council process so involve community 5 
Education/explanation 4 
Training, e.g., by central government 4 
Build relationships 3 
Let people have influence, e.g., decentralise roles 3 
Flexible approach that can include divergent views 2 
Go to the people/organisations, not vice versa 2 
Education campaign by central government 1 
Talk to people, rather than use the LGA process 1 
Specific staff, e.g., liaison unit 1 
Share information and set common goals 1 
Use action plans 1 
Random selection for a focus group 1 
Chose not to answer 44 
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Chapter 7 
 
 
Table A7.1: Suggestions on how to address issues or concerns  
(response may give more than one area) 
 
Response Categories No. 
Build trust/relationship 5 
Contact − ongoing, face to face 3 
Build a level of understanding 3 
Develop programme/strategy 2 
Central govt. support for Māori (urban) 2 
Set aside a budget − realistic, targeted 2 
Appoint liaison officer that has manna within community 2 
Don't force the issues/proceed carefully 2 
Regional forum to minimise demands on Māori 2 
No suggestions 2 
Allow sufficient time, e.g., to build trust, consult 1 
Set up process that Māori wish to be involved in 1 
Discussion on what and how to do this 1 
Involve councillors, e.g., workshop possibilities 1 
 
 
Table A7.2: Council has put in place particular processes  
for consulting with Māori as required by LGA 
 
Response Categories No.   % 
Yes 31 36.0 
In progress 24 27.9 
Not yet 11 12.8 
Don't know 0 0.0 
Other 1 1.2 
Chose not to answer 19 22.1 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
 
 
Table A7.3: Council consultation with Māori organisations regarding 
identification of community outcomes for 2006 LTCCP 
 
Response Categories No. % 
Consultation completed 13 15.1 
Consultation well underway 6 7.0 
Consultation in early stages 22 25.6 
Consultation hasn't commenced yet 23 26.7 
Other  1 1.2 
Don't know 1 1.2 
Chose not to answer 20 23.3 
Not applicable 0 0.0 
TOTAL 86 100.0 
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Table A7.4: Intended date for completion for consultation 
 
Month/year No. 
Completed 1 
November 2004 0 
December 2004 1 
January 2005 0 
February 2005 0 
March 2005 5 
April 2005 1 
May 2005 3 
June 2005 8 
July 2005 0 
August 2005 2 
September 2005 5 
October 2005 4 
November 2005 0 
December 2005 2 
January 2006 0 
February 2006 1 
March 2006 1 
April 2006 1 
May 2006 0 
June 2006 1 
July 2006 0 
Chose not to answer 47 
Not applicable 3 
TOTAL 86 
 
 
Table A7.5: Comments regarding progress to date  
(response may give more than one area) 
 
Response Categories No. 
Different understandings of what LGA means for Māori 5 
Getting buy in/interest 4 
Time frames − not quick or date confined 3 
Identifying appropriate processes to engage Māori 3 
Ongoing 2 
Reconciling different viewpoints and priorities 2 
Progress hindered by Foreshore and Seabed Bill 2 
Use dialogue not written submissions, e.g., hui 1 
Working with other groups, e.g., MSD, TPK 1 
Capacity 1 
Correct contact people 1 
Information needed 1 
Chose not to answer 57 
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